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T Malor conclusions highlighted in the summary of the 

1990-91 ESEA Title I evaluation of the Austin (Texas) Independent 
School District are; uslna Title i and local funds to lower 
p.apil/teacher ratios tp 15; 1 produced an effective comp^^sAtory 
education program; across grades^ low-achieving students benefited 
more.fifom lower f)upll/teacher ratios^ than higher-pachie ving students; 
lowerlna >he pupil/teacher ratio had a greater effect on qaality 
1*^ structional time than on quantity of instructional time; schoolwide 
prole^t teachers believed that project effectiveness would cease if 
pupil/teacher ratios exceeded 18:1; there was no evidence Df a ' 
consistent^ positive impact of the regular Title I Program on s):udent 
achievement; by first grade^ former Title I prekindergarten students 
were no loftqer scoring higher than their classmates; parents 
appreciated having specific^ planned instructional activities to do 
with childrer at home; and Summer At-Home Program participants did 
no^ achieve more than their matched controls. The purpose^ ^ 
Procedures^ results^ and appropriate communicatioasr instructions and 
data for 5 of tl^e 13 iastruments (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tes%, 
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts^ Metropolitan Readiness Test, Iowa Test 
Df Basic Skills and Prekindergarten Observations) used to provide the 
evaluation data are detailed in separate appendixes. (NEC) 
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* from the original- document. ^ • 
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FINAL REPORT 

Troject Title : Title I 

Contact Person ; Davicj/Doss, Glynn Ligon ' 



Major Positive^Tlndings ; > 

1. SLtudents in schooJ.wide projects with a pupil/ teacher ratio "of ^ 
15^:^1 made impr6s3ive a^chievejaent gains, V 

a. Low-achieving schoolwide project students gained the equi- ^ 
valent of two additional months of learning above the gains 
of comparable students in other schools. 

b. These gains were equivalent to a full year's achievement 
growth during 1980-8 f compared to about eight months for 
comparable students. 

c. The high-achieving schoolwide project students made greater 
gains than comparable students at grades 3 and 5, At no grade 
did schoPlwid€J* project students score lower than the x)t hers. 

In a4di^ion, the teachers in, schoolwide projects seemed to feel 

more in control of what happened to their students, and as a^ 

resu«,. they felt mote responsible for the success they saw the© 
having., * ^ 

I 

2. Former ^Title I Early Childhood Program participants scored higher 
in basic skills upon entering Ittadergarten than the other students 
in their schools. » 

3. Parents were enthusiastic about working with their children on tlTe 
Rainbow Kit activities. 'They requested more, frequent activities 
and activities in otner *sub ject areas. 



Major Findings Requiring Action : 

1. The Title J Program does not seem to have a consistent, positive 
impact on student achieveigent across grades. Tltle^ I students 
outgained former' Title I students currently attending non-Title I 
schools at grades A and 5. Former Title I students made greater 
gains at grade 1. ^ ' 

2. Wide' variations pccurred in the assignment of staff to 'Title I | 
Campuses. Base personnel costs per student served ranged from 
$21A to $A86. 
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3. Total time spent in the basic skills/major content areas of 

reading/language arts, math, science^ and social studies has de- 
creased In litie X schools froa the peak observed in 1977-78. ^^e 
current levels ai;e back to' tfi/se Observed in 1976-77. The area 
of reading/lAguage arcs has shovn the same pattern as total 
basic skills. 

A. The 1980 At-Hotae Sunmer Program, did not ^gnificantly improve the . 
achievement of participiants compared to matched comparison students. 

5. Title I pre-^k students made smaller achievement gains this year 
♦ than last year, but they strill made above average gains. 

■ V 

6. While former pre-k student? had scored higher than compara>4s 
students whei^ entering kindergarten, they did not show an advantage 
when they entered first grade. 

7. Classroom observations showed the ratio of time spent in reading 
and language arts to time spent in science and social studies 

to be about ten to one and eight to one r-espectively . On the 
average, AISD^students spent about two hours and four minutes each 
day in reading/language arts, 39 miputes in, math, 15 minutes in 
social stAidies, and 13 minutes in science. ^ 



Evaluation Sucmiarv: 



ESEA Title I is the largest of the federally funded compensatory edu- 
cation programs. Its purpose is to provide. supplemental instruction in 
the basic skills to low-achieving students in schools with high concen- 
trations of children from low-income families. •This ye^'s Titl^ I * 
.Program provided instructloij to children in 24 Disttict elementary 
schools, three nonpObiic schools, and five institutions for neglected . 
and/or delinq'uent children. In addition. Title I funded a home-based 
^^ogram for) four-year-olds , all or' part of nine prekindergarten classes, 
and J parental involvement component. 

The future of compensatory education in Austin and the nation has been 
ciouded by the recent change of administrations in Washington. It 
appears that the concept of block gtants may provide school districts 
with greater flexibility in how compensatory programs are structured, 
but it^also appeals that the resources provided will diminish. Such a 
situation makes it imperative that the District begin now to plan a 
program that takes advantage of decreased regulation to provide a max- 
imally effective program for our disadvantaged students. 



Current findings which seem to havA^ontributlons to make to such a j 



ERIC 



mwniiiu ■ 



X-2 



J 



80,32 ' 



* 

The results btflow are sunanarized by program components. Greater detail 
can be found in the 1980-81 ESEA Title I Technical Report , publication 
number 80. 7 L ' , ' 

TITLE I- SCROOLWIDE PRftJECTS 



WHAT ARE SCHOOLWrDE PROJECTS? 



In most cases Title I ins 
supplant instruction that 
trict; i.e.. Title I inst 
students In the school or 
must be identified for se 
need before they can be s 
children from low-income 
supplement-supplant provi 



truction niust be suppleaehtal and may not 
wc^hld normally be provided by the local dis- 
ruction must be above and beyond .what other 

in the district receive. Also, Students 
'rvice using an objective assessment of academic 
erved. However, when the'^oncentration of 
families at a school ex'ceef^ 752, che 
sions of the law oay be relaxrt. ' ^ 



Two AISD schools, Allison and Becker, met the 75% criterion in 1980-81. 
Title I and" required matching local funds were used to reduce the 
pupil: teacher ratia to 15:1 In these schools. Figure I describes some 
of the major differences between the schoolwide projects and the re"gular 
Title, I Program in AISD. 



SCHOQLVISE PROJECTS 



OCULAR TrrLE I SCHOOLS 



1. 71cl« I InACruccion is. tioc 
Idtnclfiablt u soMChiln; apart 

fouodadoa school pro^ru. 

2. lAAChtrt p«ld froa licit t 
^und« *fuaccloa 4« rtgular 
clAJsroott CAAChtrs. Th%y CAACh 
«11 subjtcc «ru«r^ 

CO rtcftlvt licit I lnjcruccloa. 
Th« "licit I" ttschtrs h«vt 
cl«t««« of scudCQCs i£ aixtd 
4chltv«MAt I«v«ls 'vtvo do noc 
dlfftr froxi chot« ot ochtr 
ctACi3«r9. ^ tddiClooAl rtcord 
icttplag li rtquirtd.' 

. 

^* Tht pupil.CtAChtr raClo Is 
IS: I for cht tncirt school d*v. 



li licit I Ir^cmc&lotx 3u«c bt 
stpartcft froa ud suppitMncar? 
CO cht foundftciOQ proi^rco* 



2. TttChtr? paid troa Tldt I 
fuad4 4CC 4j suPPl^QCAl rt4d* 
Ing cuchtrs. 



3. $cud4acs «r«^«nclfltd 4nd 
saltccloQ butd oa cr^itlr ^chl«v4-^ 
atitt ctcc scort*. licit I 
ettchtrs suae s«rv« only idts- 
elf ltd scudtnci ind^aaly in 
rtsdlns. A ctrcaia laouac 
clnt U fptnc la fcudtnc stltc- 
doa 4&d record kttplng. 

^. Tht pupil: ctftchtr rado dur- 
ing ridt I iQtemcdoa (^tuallv 
abouc 30 mlauctt a day) It a 
Ttytrmit of %x\ (or * ctacKtr 
)loti« or 15; 1 for 4 ttcchtr and 
4n aldt. 
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SCMZ CHmCTERlSTICS OP THE SCHOOUIDE PROJECTS A^T> m 
RrWWa THLE I SCHOOLS. 
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HAVE THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS BEEN EFFECTIVE IN RAISING 
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT? 

♦ 

Yes, cleaTtlyt One' si^g effect* of the. current desegregation plan was 
that over 2,200 students who were served In Title I in 1979-80 were 
assigned , to schools this year that did not have a Title I prograrp* 
The students at Allison and Bedker were compared witji students frpm 
these former Title I attendance areas ^and with students In regulat 
'Title I schools who live in traditional Title I attendance araaSt' 
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Flaurt 2» AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT GADS WT^dOOUIDE PROJECT 
I STUDESTS, TITLE I STUDENTS, AND FOHhEEt TITLE I STUDENTS 

SOW rs SCHOOLS vriTHOUT TITLE I. Scud«it$ scoring btigv 
th« 40th ptrctncllt on cht ^rtctsc,. 



V 



First, students scoring at or below the tpQch percentile were compared. 
Figure 2 shows that the schoolbrLde project students jonststently c>ut- 
Qcored low ackievere in both aomparison groups* On the average, they 
gained about two months more than the others from the pretest In April, 
1980, to the posittest^ ixi April, 198U More Ijiportantly, their gain was 
.equal to one year's gr^th, 10 grade equivale?it months. Normally, 
low-achieving students from low-income neighborhoods make only about a 
seven to nine month gain from spring to spring, ^ 

To-sta^e the results another way*.. 



* . ^the /ttrhievetaanc. gaina of XoW'^achieving students In schoolwide 
projects were 25Z greater thati those of similar students served by 
the regular: Title I Frogram* Over the school year^ this approxi- 
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\j^AT ABOUT HIGHER ACHIEVING STUDENTS IN THEIR SCHOOL? 

Unfortunately, the same consistent pattern from grade to grade was not 
^en for students scoring above the 40th percentile. The schoolwide 
^oject students showed meaningfully greater gains on^y at grades 3 
and 51 

f 

i r 

I It appears that the schoolwide proiecta benefit the Iwex-achlevlag I 
* studen t^ Tnore than the hlgher^chievtog ones. ; I 

/ ^ ^ ' 

It must be noted that the results for grades I and 2 ,at Becker have not 
been used in reaching these conclusions about achievement gains. The 
pattern of resxilts obtained at these grades at Becker is unusual. 
Additional analyses and a thorough discussion with the principal have 
not produced a satisfactory ^explanation of why first graders^ have mafie 
very large gains, but in second grade their gain has been so small, 
-At the end of the second year., their scores resemble the scores of 
similar students in other schools. . * / 

WHAT MIGHT ACCOUNT FOR THE SUCCESS OT THE SCHOC^LWJDE PROJECTS? 

How students spend their time and the amount of time they spend in 
instruction is important to learning. In ordel: to look at hqw time was 
used in schoolwide projects compared to other settings, 352 formal, 
day-long observations were conducted in AISD schools at grades 2 and 5 
this year, including 120 in schoolwide projects. Not surprisingly, the 
largest differences between schoolwide project students and others were 
related to group size. On the average, they worked in smaller groups 
than others, and *spent much less time work:f.^ng In groups of 18 or more. 
They had more minutes of contact with their classroom teachers than 
students in other schools, and they also seeme^ to have slightly -more 
reading instruction than students In Title I schools or schools with 
former Title I students. However, the difference in reading instruc- 
tion was only about five to 'eight minutes a day. 



I Tbst lack o£ draxaatlc differences between the groups in time use 
stiggeatff that^ the achoplwide proieiita^ had a greater effect on the 
qaaltty of instytictioti time than on ita gnant^ty. 



/ 

Interviews revealed the Title I teachers, most of whom had yorked 
previously* as Title I reading teachers, to be enthusiastic supporters 
.of the lower pupil: teacher ratio approach to Title I instructiqn. They 
generally saw all aspects of their jobs asT.mproved. However, most im-l 
provemehts seemed to fall into one of three categories: 

1. Improvements in EfficJCency ; 

• Routine "tasks such as taking roll and grading papers took 
less time. 
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The number of discipline problems and Che time devoted to 
handling them were reduced. 

The teachers believed they could make beCf ^r. use ^of instruc- 
tional time by seeing jeajiing groups more than oi^ce a day 
or V having "mora and smaller reading groups. 

» There were fewer interruptions without a Title^'I pull-out 
program. ^ 

mprovements in the .Quality 6t Time : * T 

feachers were able to better monitor the progress of each 
^student.. They beli^eved that they could detect problems * 
sooner and provide mora and quicker corrective feedback. 

An increased closeness between thd teachers and their students 
wa^ also reported. As they got to know their students better, 
they felt mor^ effective in their teaching. ^ 

V 

mprovements in Teacher Morale : ' ^ 



The greater closeness they felt with their students yas re- - 
warding in itself. ' 

The teachers seerjed to feel more in control of what happened 
to the students ii\ their classes* As a result, they felt; 
more ownership for the progress of their students, and they 
felt more responsible for the success they saw their students 
having- 



Whatever the factars whlck contribute to Che. ef fectl^/eness o£ the 
schoolvide* pto5ect5i may be^ the teacher bel£S)t^ that they would 
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THE TITLE I READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ^ 



HOW WERE STUDENTS SERVED BY THE REGULAR TITLEM PROGRAM? . 

The regular Title I Program s^x^/ed 3776 students in grades on 22 
campuses. Eligible students were provided supplemental reading instruc- 
tion by Title I teachers and/or instructional aid^es. Instruction was 
provided ift the regular classroom^ in' the reiading center or lab, or in 
both places. Figure 3 compares the number of sC;Mi2nts served in each 
instructional arrangement in 1979-80 and 1980-81. 

■lit 



in only " .^'^g ir V- 

la Soch ^ 

TOiIl 3.316 3.326 lOO 100 . ''^ 

. ^ '■ : — » . ' C-^ 

Fiaur. 3. TITLZ I aSTSCCrlOKAl. AaHWfCIMENt. 1979-^0 AKD 198(WI. r 

e.a»inacion of chl nu..er of^-ujencs ser. . 
-salary coses for che ceachers f ^^/JJf ^^^J"^, 3tudenc se^ed - Jrom 
wide variadon between campuses J^^^^.J^^^^^ue four factors. ^Firsc. 
$214 CO $486.- Abouc half of che ^"^^^^^^^ ner-pupil cose when the num- 
ic is difficult CO deliver ^P^SJ^^" e^endicures were based pardy on 
ber CO be served is soall. Second., he expendicures were ^ 

a TEA requiremepc chac SJ^^fV^^ird s me^in cruccional arrangemencs 
cencages of low-income chUdren. 7 rinaiiv ac some scha^s ehe 

required greacer expe.aic.res f '/^han che number wh'o . 

anticip^ced number of Tide I" ^^'jjfj^ nuoil-ceacMe^racios. Regardless 
evencually arrived leading co inflated P^Pj^;^^^'^^t^^l,,,cicn from school 

•of ics «^Pl-tJ^-' : rXiZ iorchy of serious 'consideracion by 

£0 school would appear co te a ptuox«« / 

che Discricc. y • > 

Xhe observacion resuUs for ^^^'-^^^^^^^^^^^ ' 
were compared co chree groups ^^«J;^^^J^3 „f ,^'Jomer Tide I scudencs 
schools, low-achieving f ^"^f ".^^.J^^^J^dencs in school«ide projeccs. 
^XS: r^ra^is^ ^h^^erthrr scudencs on Tide I campuses 

spenc less cime in cheir regular classroom and more cime , 
. in che reading Vb Chan sckencMnocher groups. 

schools, ^ 

• ...received no nvore reading inscruccion ch^n che ochers, and 

^1^^ r.f€ f!a<!k Chan che scho<^lwide» 

.- t„lc « '^rrelr^ d. o^che lalc'Ibs rved In 1977-78. The 

and social scudies tjas __.3 co che cime spenC in 

studies, and 13 minuces in science. . . 
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Total 



Rvading A 
Language Arts 

C 



Mdth 

Socii^l Studies 
Scfence 



•76-77 



77 - 78 78-79 79 -80 
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«iO«OT OF WSm'CTIONAL TIHE 3AS1C SKILLS TITLE I 
SCHOOU* ^ 



DID THE RE6UUR T^ITUE I PROGRAM SHOW POShlVE ACHIEY5MENT 
RESULTS? . ' . ' 

No* As previously mentioned^ (desegregation provided a rare opportunity 
* for the achievement gains of Title X students to be compared with those 

aaade by similar students atjendlng schools without a Tiile I Program* 

In other words, the opportunity existed** to ask the question,, '*Do Title I 
rstudents make achievement gains greater than they would if the program 

did nox exist?" Th^ answer appears to be "probably not/' 



The evaluation results provided no evidence ojf a consistent ^ posi--" 
tlve liDpact> of the* Title I Prograxa.*^ott student achievement* In 
f act^ a& some gr^desr former Xltle I students curxehtly attending 
: schools, without o^'Xit^ I program outscored similar Title I stu- 
dents. 


- / 
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RAIN^PW kits' 



WHAT A^ RAINBOW KITS? ' \ 

Title I pllote^ an instructional support progt'dfra activity called 
Rainbov Kits this year* The kits are collections qf 36 -reatllng-'related 
activities f<Jr parents and children,/* They were developed on four 
levels ~ kindergarten, flrs\ grade, primary (grades 2 and 3) ^nd inter- 
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'mediace^ades -4-6).- 'They are packaged in envelopes and designed to 
be sent hoae with the Tide I children on a weekly basis throughout cM 
.ischool year. Th^ families^ received a plastic file box to keep the 
"acclvlcles in aC|home* 

The Rainbow Kits were piloted at sis schools with only about half of^ 
the total number Qf Title I students gating the kits. Such an arrange- 
ment provided participatipn and comparison groups f or_ the evaluation. 

Four questionnaires were sent home to the parents o'f the P"^^^"" ' 
to learn If the kits were being received and-used and to find^ut what 
the parents thought about using 'them. The parents who responded were 
very enthusiastij about using the kits, f^^^-li^^^''-. "P"?.^'^^"^^" 
the work r^ith th'eir children either "Much" or "Very Much. Jhis posi 
tive parental response is very similar to that received by J^^^^.^f 
Program which Title I has used during the summet. for several years. ^ 

r it i» apparent that Urga. number* of pareats greatly apprectace 
I having: «pcci£tc, plana««i Instructional activities that they caa 
I da with CTtelr cfilldren at h oma. ' / . 

The questionnaires revealed other Interesting findings. as well: 

• About 90% of the parents would like their children to receive 
more than one ac^vlty a week. Reading, math, and language 
afts were the most/favored, subject areas. 

• Title I students have hcjfiework atout half of the time. It 
usually takes them half ati hour or less to finish it. 

» • About^a third of the parents repo#$d othetvchildren also 

used the Rainbow Kit activities.- They ranged in age from 2 
to 15. and hadr an ^erage age of about eight. 

. The mothers worked with the children about 70% of tiie time. 
About 10% of the children worked with a brother or s^ter. 

' • The children watched about two arid one half to' three hours of 
television a day. The first gradersj seemed to watch les^ 
television than the others. 

DID t>iE RAINB'OW KITS IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT? 

N« at least not vet. At no grade was there a difference in the gains 
Sda by the pfrtic^plnts and the control groups. If involving parents 
"Instructional activities has a general .ffect of ^"""f ^J^f^J,,,3 
parents' involvement in other, -more significant educational 
then perhaps^rograms like the Rainbow Kits may have a long-term payoff 
S^'acSievemenl gains. At the least, it is a program that nvolves 
parents and their children i-n enjoyable instructional tasks. 
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TITLE I EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM 



W^T IS THE TITLE I EARLY' CHI LDHOOD PROGRAM? 

The Tide I Program has a number of full-day early^childhood classes 
for four-year-olds. During chis, che cMr* yea?^ che program^, Tide I 
pte-k classes were located ac Brown (2 classes), Maplewood, Norman, 
Orcega, Rosewoocl^ and Sims. In addidon, a class ac Ridgecop, and a 
dass ac Rosewood were funded 50% by Tide I and 50% by Tide I Migranc. 



DID THE TITLE I PREKINDER6ARTEN PROGRAM CONTINUE TO SHOW THE* 
LARGE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF PREVIOUS YEARS? 

The Tide I pre-k students continued co make gains chat are greacer 
than chose of the average four-year-old; they also condnued to oucgain 
che Tide I Migrant preklndergarcen scudents and the Happy Talk Program 
parcicipancs, as illuscrated in Figure However, this yearns gain 
was smaller than che. 16 poinc gain obca}.ned lasc year. 




/ 
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SAPPT TALK rouR-ma-ous. * 

did classroom observation suggest any reason>why this 
year's gain was less? 

The Tide I Klgrant EvaXuacion did a, few observaltlifns in each Tide I 
pre-k class in order co have a comparisorl group for che£r observacionsr 
The resulcs suggesc chat a change in the u^e of instructional cime occurred 
. chis year. A decrease in formal, adulc-led inscruccional cime, and ^n 
increase in informal ins truce ion may have been relace4 to che drop In 
achlevemenc gain. 
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DO FORMER PRE-K STUDENfS CONTINUE TO MAKE ROOD GAINS TN 
KINDERGARTEN? 

Both last yearns and this yearns evaluations have shown ^hat the fonser 
vprerk.studettts entered kindergarten scoring above their classi&ates. 
they did not ^se their prekindergarten gains during the SLOnzner. How- 
ever, by the ciiae ^hey entered first grade , the students are no longer 
outscoring their kdLndergarten classmated. 



i It seects likely that klndargartea taachera do not respond to the 
JbodLClal advantage of the f oxisec pre^k. student^ ia^ ways that "Sioisck.-^ 
tain thejr r-elaHveW ^'tgh SitrMa^^ement le^e-f rVirrfcTurhnTjl- rh^ ^ear 

V. . DrcT v'-y^ ^v'?.;^ f "j? 



THE HAPPY TALK PROGRAM" 



HOW DID THE HAPPY TALK -PROGRAM DO THIS YEAR? ^ 

The ^ppy Talk Program is a home-based instructional program for mothers 
and children* Each week a community representative visits the partici- 
pating home with a leason to demonstrate, for the mother,.. The mother is 
to watch the lesson and repeat it with the 'child during the week. 

The 1979-80 Happy Talk participants made a significantly greater gain 
in achievement than a control group of nonparticipants* T^^is year's 
students did not., Evaluation results suggested that the Happy Talk 
Program may have been moreAsuccessf ul with the high-achieving children 
In the program than with the lower-scordLng ones. As in last year's 
evalu'lation, the Happy Talk participants did not make /ains is large 
as thc^'e of the Title I pre-k students* 



THE- SUMR AT-HOME READING PROGRAM 



WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF THE EVALUATI ON, OF TtJE 1980 SUMMER 
AT-HOME PROGRAM? 

Title I offered a home-based summer instructional program to about 300 
Title I students during the summer of 1980. ' The results of the evalu- 
ation of that program which can be found In Interim Evaluation Report/ 
, 1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program , publication number 80.61, were 
consistent with those of othy evaluations of summer programs both in 
and out of the District. | ^ 

^ O 
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The Bxsm^t students did not make larger achievement gains than j 
their matched ccmtmls ^ ' I 

The program was like the RainSow Kics in thac it was very 'popular with 
the parents ahd children, but it dickgpiot have any measurable impact on 
achievement. There was some evidence to suggest that xhe match between 
student achievement level and iit difficulty level needed improvement. 

/ 

s ^ 

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ . 

. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 



Apart from evaluation, the^ only other activities funded by Title I were 
those of the Parental Involvement 'CompcJnent, which had two main chrusts. 

* 

a. to see that campus and distriiQtwide parent advisory councils 
(PAC*s) were established ajj^d meeting regularly, and 

b. to- provide training to the ?arei)ts of Title I students about 
topics of interest^ to Ch^. 

Each Title I school had a/'Conimunity representative or a campus contact 
person to arrange PAC activitiate at the school. The prtincipal also 
designated either the Title I/Migrant Parental Involvement Specialist, 
a campus ataff member, or the school' 5 Title I Reading aD<irdinator ^s 
the person responsible for seein| that PAC activities ^*ere scheduled 
and carried out at the campus iri'accordance with the law. The Parental 
Involvement Specialise was responsible for""PAC activities at the dis- 
trictvide level. / 

Altogether nin^ Distr ide PAC #9ieetings and two Districtwide PAC 
Workshops were held- Ptfbli^:'' schools held 71* local campus PAC meetings, 
and' nonpublic Title I schools held four. The total attendan9e at 
districtwide^nd local meetings was 1158 and 3^7 respectively. 

.* 

Figure 6 shows that two objectives were met and, three were not 
Other findings showed; 

a. that those schools foj^ which the Title I Parental Involvement 
Specialist was responsible had slightly more frequent meetings 
than the others, » 

b. that when a local campus person was responsible for PAC acti- 
vities, attendance was 4^ighest , and 

c. that elected PAC members attended about 50% of the meetings 
on their campus. 



\ 
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jyi t n * ^•"^ cw ptr«ac trmlalng !m«1oo« for OUCrlcrrtdt ' 
^ PAC awbtrs will b# h%ld 4arl4g th» 1980-41 ichoQl ywr. 



t4i layclvwac SptclAUsc for cowiaity 7tprt««QCacivts 
«a4/or cuipuA p«r«ac&l tnvolv«a«ac contict ?«r»<3ai. 



At lujc iO Ptrtccs tflll b« tr»lo«d oa «a4h caapui. 



rigurr 6. ?A£L£2nAL Df70LVniOT COMPONENT OBJECTTTZS* 



WHAT mME LEARW FROM THIS YEAR'S EVALUATION? 

The major conclusions frota the 1980-81 *ritle I Evaluation which have 
importance for planning have been highlighted in the foregoing suinmary. 
They are listed below. ^ 

• Using Title I and local funds to lower the pupil: teacher 
ratio to approximately 15:1 apparently produced an effective 
comp^satory education program. Low-achieving students in 
the program made a full yearns growth, two grade equivalent 

^ months more than similar students in other schools. 

• Across ,^ades loV-*achieving students benefited more frorfl the 
lower -pupil: teacher ratio than higher achieving students. 

• Observations suggest that the lowering of the pupil: teacher ratio 
had a greater effect on the quality of instructional time 

^ than on the quantity of instructional time. 

The schbolwide project teachers believe that the project's 
effectiveness would cease if the pupil: teacher ratio exceeded 
' 13:1.. ^ " 

• TKere is no evidence of a consistent, pbtqitlve impact of the 
Tegular Title I Program on student achievement. In fact, at 
some grades former Title T students currently attending 
schools without a Title I Program outscored similar Title I 
scudents. 

• By the beginning of the first grade, former Title I prekinder- 
garten students are no longer scoring higher than their 
classmates. 

• Large numbers of parents gr^ttor appreciated having specific, 
planned instructional activitj.ei that they can do with their 
children at home. 

• Summer At*Home Program participants did not make larger 
achievement gains than their raatchtfd controlsr^ 

X-t3 1 ^ 
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APPEOTIX A 
PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST (PPVT) 
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Ia*tncj*Qt Dtfcrlptioxx^ ?«4bo<l? ?lccurt Vocab^iArr Teat -iPPVT) 



<;>rovldts aa ttcljuU oi c^t subj tec's vtrb«X ibUlty It is iiidivlduaJLly 4dalAis- 
rtip^tutt. 



■V 



Tht ^^ranc And licit I ^rt-iasdcr^ircta scud«at9, and licl* I HApp^ T^i^ -toijrfta 
p«rti<ip4ncs. j 



TVlct CO ctca scudcnc. Sc;;d«itC3 wrt rudoaiy issX^td Fora A or "ora 3 r?r 
priCMC* tod zh*a cht aittmACt fora ^s ;;ivn co c^ta for :ht ;}o*cct9C. 

Ih« prtctstj v«rt 4daial3Ctrtd btcvtta Cccootr 15, ^.930 ^od Novtcx»%r ^, *980 4ad 
cat poscttscs ^rt idalalsctrtd btcvtta April 1981 and ^j&t 1381. 

^>.<rt J« iracr'.^^r icrlj^tsna'^ 



Bicii child W4A ctsctd IndlviduAlly by a ^sctr ^ t.*:! hAll« tcpCT rooa, espcv 9t£:Lc« 
or tTttr pi4ct c^« 9c±u>cl ^ udt 4viilablt for cht ctscini} 



Tht Tlcift I Hlgtanc SwLoacor, a Tltit I tvalwcioa isslscuc, or o?it o£ fiv« 
Ax'ctA^tra olrfd sptclfic^ly Jor ??7T cttciag. * 



J d J *b« 



£ac£i c««ctr pr^Tldtd iiucruciioa is jiTla; cht ^?7T €g2 pracclca in 'its 
4dsl&lsc7tcioa vich s«ytral oon-AISD cUIdrtn. 



^AJi t^t Irarrsttst i<:=ltt);sT^ ::rdtr iTxsdardlr*^ :ndi: 

rtt- * V 

i^Jtct "^isiry :rt c^si ' 
Soat vtrt idtapi^l«d. 



Lloyd ?h,0. 



Tht ?PVT ct«c unuAi ^r^vldtd *txctn9^v« Inforotcioa on ttic dtvti,op3ftx\c , sQr:^« 
rtlUbUiCT^ validity/ tec. 



\z* '>«rs tcr^ iici i'*llljbl* *tT Iricsr^rt^^t? :^t -ly.l;? ' 



fts. 



/a 



A-2 



BEST COPY hZlimi 



80.71 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Volume I 

* 

Final Report Sumary ' • ^ X-1 

^ \ Appendix A Peabody Picture Vocabvilary Test • A-1 

Appendix B Boehm Test of Basic Concepts ' . b-1 

Appendix C Metropolitan Readiness TestV c-1 

Appendix D Iowa Test'of Basic Skills. ' p^l 

Appendix E 'Prekindergarten Observations . . £-1 

* 

Volume II 

* 

Appendix Pupil Activities ^Record-Revised. ...... F-1 ' 

Appendix G Schoolwide Project Interviews G-1 

Appendix H Rainbow Kit Questionnaires . ; H-1 

Appendix I Title I Service Reports I-'l 

Appendix J # Teacl^er Records. ' j-1 

Appendix K Parent Advisory Council Records. . ^ - . . - K-1 

f 

Appendix L Title I Inst ];tic t iorfal , Services Log L-1 

.Appendix Miscellaneous District Records . I. , ^ • . M-1 

If 

r 

t 

A 



80. n 



r . 



\ 



ESEA Title I 
Appendix F 
PUPIL ACTIVITIES RECORD-REVISED 



F-l 

• 21 



r 



ERIC 
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4tf ign«d ;(5 vxsv%z^ 'Vhac Aooun'c *nd Aiad of iMtrjcctoa provldtd co jcuatncj 

during in to4C7uc:loa4l daV" ^On« scudtac is obstr/td for 4a ^acire school da/ :o 
provide ui la£«r«QCl4i ot ^t* iascrucslon d«iiv«r«d co ail scudencs Th* 
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PEABODY PICTURE-J^OCABULARY TEST 
Purpose 

The Peabody Pic Cure Vocabulary rest (PPVT) was administered to caigrant and 
Title I pre-K students and Happy Talk Participants in order to gather infor- 
mation relevant to the foXXoving decision and evaluation questions* 

Migrant 

Decision Question Dl ; Should the pre-K Instructional Component be 
continued as It is, modified, or deleted? 

Evaluation Question Dl*l : Weri^ the achievement objectives met: 



Evaluation Question Dl*2 : How do the pre/post test gains made 
by tfhe migrant pre-K students on the PPVT compare with the 
pre/posttest gains made by the Title I pre-K students? 



Information Weed 117 * How many migrant students were pre- and gosttested by 
grade level? y 



Title I 



Decisiod Question D4 ; Shcfuld the Title ^ I Early Childhood Education 
Program be continued as it is, discontitiued, or modified? If so how? 



Evaluation ^estion D4*l ; Was 
hood Education Program met? 



the obj^cj:ive of the Early Child- 



Happy Talk 

liecision Questioh D5 : Should the Happi Talk Progtim be continued as 
it is, discontinued, or modified? If sp ho<?? 

/ ' . I 

Evaluation Question D5-1 : Were the objectifies of the Happy 
Talk Program mat? 

Evaluation Question D5*2; How did the achievement gains made 
by the Happy Taik participants compare with those made by ' 
Early Childhood Education Program participants? 

• , Procedure 



The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPOT) was administered as a pretest 
(Occobftr 15, 1980-NQvember 7, 1980) and a post test (April 21, 1981-May 7, 1981 J 
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for all Title I and migrant pre-kinder^rten students and all Sappy Talk 
participants. All tests were administered in English. . 

Since the PPVT is an individuaily-adtoiaistered test, several ex- teachers 
were hired t(> assist with the pre- and posttesting. They were given train- 
ing in both iadministration (and scoring) of the PPVT, Practice training 
sessions were conducted before both t^e pre- arid posttesting." With the 
£ooperation of both the' University Day Care Center and sCrentwood Day Carj 
Center, the testeifs got atrcctal practice giving the PPVT to young children. 
The testing was conducted by the Migrant Evaluator, the Title I Evaluation 
Assistant, and one of five ex^teachers hired and trained to adniinister the 
Eeabody.' 

The PPVT^has two forms - A aijd B, Both fomls were used in the testing. 
Half the children in each clas^ ^and in the Happy Talk progran) were randomly 
assigned Form A and half were randomly assigned Form B for the pretesting. 
The opposite foq^^as give^h to the child for the posttest^ Therefore each 



?ig||Ma3 

child with, both apre- and posttest, has a Form A score and Form B score. 

.A memo (Attachment A-1) was sent in September ^to the Title I and Migrant pre-K 
teachers to advise theii^ of the PPVt pretesting*. Early In October the Migrant 
Evaluator and the Title I Evaluation Assistant scheduled the 'pre-K teachers 

.for testing (see Attachment A-2) , The Title I Evaluator contacted the Happy 
Talk Coordinator who scheduled the testing of 'the Happy Talk students. The 
pre-K students were tested in their schools and the Happy Talk participants 
;^ere tested in their homes. Although all testing was conducted in English, a 
Spanish-speaking tester tested the Happy Talk participants to facilitate 
communication with their parents^ Make-up testing was conducted the week after 
the regiilar testing with the teachers' and 'the Happy Coordinator's coopera- 
tion. , --^^-^ 
. V ^< ^ r. 

In mid December the pre-K teachers w^re sent tj>eir students' pretest results 
(see Attachmeift A*3) in the form of per*centile bands. ■ IJiese bands were calcu* 
lated based on^the pretest sc^es of the ttiigranti , Title I, Ifeppy Talk ^ 
participants combined.* Atta^ment A-4 is a sample of a class report sent. 
The Happy Talk Coordinate ^^Iso received this Information for Happy Tai^k parti- 
cipants. < 

On April 1 Title .1 and Migrant pr?-kiadergartea teachers were sent a niem^ (see 
Attachment A-5 for the memo sent to Migrant tjgachers) to advise them of the 
posttesting dates. The teachers calleH^nd arranged 'posttesting times. The 
Happy Talk Coordinator scheduled the Happy Talk testing. As with the pretesting 
makeup testing was conducted the week after the regular testing with the teach~ 
ers' and the Happy Talk Coordinator's cooperati9n. 

• ^*'''''»«. — > « 

The pre-kindergarten^teachers received their elates ^ scores and class gains 
the last day of schooL*-' A memo (Attachment A-6) explained the results. Each 
teacher was given cWparison data for theip^ program. ^Attachment A-7 Is a sample 
class printout. 

The PPVTs ^ere all handscored by ORE staff or the testers. All test scoring 
was double or Criple^ checked to assure accuracy of the results.' 
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The administration procedures for the PPVT Here followed very strictly. Any 
student for whom a basal vas not obtainfid vas considered to have a 
possibly invalid score and was excluded from the gain analyses* Also any 
other score that was con^dered suspect was marked possibly invalid and not 
used in the analyses, T^k^exs and the Happy, TalK Coordiuatpr were asktd 
to indicate which students were Spanish dominant (or o the r-thanr English 
dominant) before the children were tested* None of the procedures were changed, 
but rf separate Analyses w^s done on gains to see how the Spanish^dominant 
children did^in comparison to the English-dominant children* See Attachment 
A-8, Since the Spanlsh*dominant students did as wel\ (and in some casej better) 
on the Peabody given in English, their test results were included in the anal- 
yses. The gains analyses and the^other analyses reported on ia this appendix 
Include only those children for whom there are valid pre- aiWjj^ posttest scores. 
The PPVT scale score was the %core used- in the analyses* 

The PPVT (&ta' were keypunched and verified at Sou£hj/est Educational D^ve-fopment 
Lab (SEDL) as per the card file layout in Attachtaent A-9. The data areUtored 
at AISD on files; *EV{JPEA81 OlOl » pretest data, t^0PEA8l 010^ - posttest data, 
EV0FEA81 0103 - pre/post.test data merged, and EViSPEASl 0104 « pretest and post- 
test, only ciatd: (the data file used for the analyses)* -Control file EV0PBSRT 
sorts the data by school, teacher, form, and name* EV0PBSRI 0102 sorts by 
teacher name and scale sco^s. Control file EV^tftSTP was used to run the fre- 
quencies of the various PPVT scores, EV0FBCNT was used to^count the pre- and 
posttest scores and averages of students with Spanish-dominant and English- 
dominant langvLage cod^s* EV0REGKNO1O1 was the control file used ,to run all 
the linear model analys^* The c^ontrol data for the Happy Talk analysis are 
on EV0CONO1O1* 

Results 

Except for the achievement of the Title I and migrant 'objectives, the analy- 
ses used to answer the evalXiatlon questions wett linear models Uhese mcMels 
were analyses of covariance using the slopes and intercepts tests)* A 
prototypic model for comparing gains and controlling for ^pretest scbres is 
in Attachment A^IO, Only students in all three programs that had valid 
pre- and posttest scores are included in the analyses* Attachment A-ti 
shows the frequency distribution of PPVT scale scores-pretest, posttest, 
and gains for migrant students* Attachment A-12 presents the frequency 
distribution (pre, post, and gair^) of PPVT scale scores ^or Title Itstu- ^ 
dents*. The frequency distribution of the PPVT scale scores (pre, post, and 
gains) are listed in Attachment A-13« 

Migrant 

* •- * • 

Evaluation Question Dl-l i Were the acl\^Levemefifc\objectives met? 

The migrant objectives set three performance levels (A, 3» and C) for gains 
on the PPVT. Students at *the A level made a standard score of 100 or more 
on the pretest and were expeoted to inake 0-5 points gain on the posttest* 
Students at the B level (pretest score of 99-86) needed 6-19 standard score 
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\ points Co reach the A level pr National median* The C level (85 or lower) 

on the pretest needed 20 of more points to reach the A level. In Figure 
A-1 are presented the percent of taigrant students scoring at each level on 
the pre- and posttest and t^e pe^cents of students who made^each level gain* 
As can be noted fri>m the figure, the students did improve from pre- to 
post, in that the majority of students were at the C level on the pretest 
^nd the majority were at the A and B levels on the post.^ It> is difficult 
'to assess' the achievement of these stratified objectives, but it appears 
that not a high eaough percentage of students gained to reach the A level 
as was expected in the objectives. 

Ha • 
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Figure A-l.y^MIGIlANT STUDENT PRZTZST, POSTTEST, AND GAINS MADE ON 

THE PPVT IN TERMS OF THE MIGRANT APPLICATION OBJECTIVES - 

/ 

The average gain for the migrant students was 9.63 scale score points. 

Evaluation Question How do the pre/posttest gains made by the 

aiigrant students on the PP^T compare wit^l the pre/posttest gains made 
by, the Title I pre-K stud^i^cs? 



In Attachment A-'14 are documented the anialyses conducted compare 
Title I and migrant gains on the PPVT« The two programs did show gains . 
that were sigxilficantly different* In Fig^re A-2 are charted some pre- 
dicted posttest scores for Title I and migrant students. Generally the 
differences were greatest when the pretest score vas lower, with Title I 
students scoring considerably higher « The gap between the two groups 
narrows as the pretest scores increase. This is illustrated in the graph 
in Figure A-3, 
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figure A-2. PREDICTED POSTIEST SCORES AT SELECTED PRETEST VAUJES ^OR 
TITLE I AND MIGRANT PRE-K STUDENTS . ^ 

la Attachment}- A- 15 are the analyses conducted to compare Title I, migrant, 
and Happy Talk gains. These analyses found the three groups to be signif- 
icantly different from £ach other. These differences ca^ be noted 
Figtjre A-3« The Happy Talk and migrant lines have quite different slopes. 

Miscellaneous y 

Analyses of covarlance vere also performed to compare the gains oiade by the 
9 pre-R classes (7 Migrant and the two split-funded Title I/Migrant classes) 
These are documented in Attachment A-16. No significant differences wer^ 
noted apong the classes » indicating overall gains vere generally the same"^ 
over the pr^ram regardless of which class students were In. 

- ^ ' Title I 

Evaluation Question D5"l . Was the objective^ of the Early Childhood Educa- 
tion "Program met? . . 

In Figure A-4 are the stratified expected gains for the Title I pre-K stu- 
dents on the PFVT. The percent of students making each gain are also 
listed. The a^^dssment of these stratified objectives is very difficult; 
however^, it appears that fewer students otade as ivAgh gains as were expected 
and more made lower gains than were expected, pf 
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Figure A-^. EXPECTED AND ACTUAL GAINS ON THE PPVT FOR MEASUREMENT 
OF THE TITLE I OBJECTIVES . 



The average gain made by the 122 Title I students pre' and posttested was 
10.S4 scale score points. 



Miscellaneous 



As was. don^ with Migrant classes, anal/ses were conducted to compare gains 
made by the 9 pre-K classes (7 Title I and the two split-funded Title 1/ 
Migrant classes)* These analyses are documented in Attachment A-*!?. 
Unlllce the Migrant classes » significant differences in gains were found 
asMdng the Title I classes indicating the class did have an Impact on Jthe 
'student gains made. 



Happy Talk 



Evaluation Question D5-I . Were the objectives of the Happy Talk Program 

I*'' Happy Talk participants will demonstrate a significantly higher 
vocabulary achievement level than a control group of nonpartlcl- 
^ pants, as measured by pre- and post admini^'trations of the PPVT 
(p< .05 level of significance ). 



■ 28 

A-8 




2. A majority of Sappy Talk participants will gain 10 standard score 
points from pre- to posttestlng vd.th the PPVT. 

The Happy Talk Program Is a home- based Instructional program for mothers 
and children. Xach week a community representative visits the partlcipa'* 
ting home with a lesson to demonstrate for the toother. The community 
representative usually takes a toy or a book to use In doing the lesson. 
The mother is to watch the lesson and repeat It with the child during the ^ 
week. The next week the community representative brings another toy or 
book and another lesson to demonstrate for the mother. 

Objective 1 . To save time and cost of recruiting a comparison group of 
nonpartlclpants, the decision was made to use the previous year's control 
group for comparison. The traditional slopes and Intercepts tests of 
analysis of covariance (documented In Attact^ent A-13) revealed ao dif- 
ferences between the two groups, I.e., on the average the Sappy Talk 
participants did not show a larger gain than the control group. However 
the analyses did reveal that the regression slopes for the two groups 
were curvilinear and unequal. Therefore, while o^ the average, the groups 
may not have differed significantly, the predicted posttest score for one 
group might have been significantly higher than the predicted value of the 
other group at certain ranges of the pretest. Figure A*4 Illustrates that 
the .differences between the groups were greatest at higher pretest scores. 
It appears that the program was more successful with higher achieving 
raCher than lower achieving students. 







* 


PRETEST 


SCORE 








Group N 


65 


70 


75 


80 


' 85 


90 


95 


Happy Talk 45 


78.4 


79.5 


81.2 


83.3 


85.9 


89.0 


92.6 
t 


Control 26 






81.0 


81.9 


82.2 


82.2 


81.7 


Difference 


.5 


-.2 


), 

.2 


1.4 


3.7 


6.8 


10.9 



Figure A-ST PREDICTED POSTTEST SCORES AX SELECTED PRETEST VALUES FOR 
HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROLS. t 

Objective 2 . This objective was not met. On the average, participants 
gained only about 6.7 scale score points. Forty-two percent made gains 
of 10 points or higher. 

Evaluatlo^ Question D5«2 . How did the achievement gains made by' Eiappy 
Talk participants compare with those made by Early Childhood Education 
Program participants? 

ERLC 



\ 



80.71 



The analyses reported in Attachment A-i9 revealed that, as a group. Title 
I pre-K students had higher, posttest scores than did Happy Talk children 
with the same pretest scores* Thrf aiuilyses also indicated that the dif- 
ferences between groups were not the same across all levels of the pre- 
test* In Figure A-6, It can^^E^noted that the difference between the 
groups Is greater at low pij^Hwit scores than at higher pretest ^scores . 
These differences are also Illustrated in Figure A-3.^ That is, Happy 
Talk students were closer to the Title I students on the post test when 
they had a high pretest score .^^Thi-s finding provides further evidence 
that the Happy Talk Program was loore effective with higher achieving 
childr eat than with lower^chieving ones. 









PRETEST 


sXre 










Group 


S 


65 


70 


75 


80 


85 


90 


^5 












3 








Title I Pre-K 


122 . 


89.2 


90.7 


92.4 \ 


94.2 


96.2 


98.3 


100.6 


t 

Happy Talk 


45 


78.9 


81.0 


83.3 


85.7 


88.3 


91.0 


93.9 


Olffeceace 




10.3 


"9.7 


9.1 


8.5 


' 7.9 


7.3 


6.7 



Figure A- 6. PREDICTED 'POSTTEST SCORES AT SELECTED PRETEST VALUES FOR 
TITLE I PRE-K AND HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS . ' 
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Figure A-3. DIFFERENCES AMONG THE SPALE SCOflES FROM 
PRE- TO POSTTEST ON THE PPVT BY MIGRANT 
A^ TITLE I PRE*KINDERG4RTEN STUDENTS 
AND HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS. 
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Accachnenc A-1 



ADSTm mDEPElTOENT SCHOlJl DISTRflfT 
Office of RBseAtch aAd Evalu^ion 

\v September 30,. 1980 



TO: Title I and Title I Migrant Pre-K Teachers 

FBDH: ^^^^iA Doas, Titie I Evaluator 

/^J^therlne Chris tner. Title I Migrant Evaluator 

subject)^ Pre-K Achievement Pretest 



We will be contacting each of you in the near future to set up a specific 
date and tloe becveen October 15 and October 31 to administer the Peabodj 
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) . The PPVT is b^g used this year as the 
^achievement test to measure pre'-K achievement gaixis. 

The TTTZ is an Individually administered test. You will not be required to 
administer this test as we will have trained testers to do this. There will 
be no practice test needed. We plan to try to test all the students in one 
class during a anmlqg period* The actual administration time for each child 
should be only 15 to 20 minutes. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



Approved : 'r::^>e.<^^£:^ 



Director, Office of RasfefftclT^d Evaluation 



Approved : jj^Jj-P/'X^^ /^^.^//-'/f /7, 
Acting Director, -Eleaantar? Educatioiy' 

'J 

CC:rrf 

cc: Lee Lava ^ 
Oscar Cantu - 
Josi Uata 

Tlmy Baranoff qq 
Principals wl'tH Pre-X Teachers 



A-12 



80.71 , 



Accachnent A-2 



AnSTIH IHDEPEltDEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office 'o^ Rase^ch and'E^^aluation 



October 14,^1980 



TO: 
FBOH: 



Migrant Pre-'K ^Teaci;£rj / — ^ 



SUBJECT: Conflroatloa of Peabod; Picture Vocabulary Test 



4 



Ihl3 is to rtalnd you that your claas Is scheduled to cake the Feabody Picture 
Vocabulary Teat on ; . 

The testers vill be t5U3 of the following; flancy Mannings Eva Costilla, or 
Catherine Christner. The testers will arrive during the breakfast period to 
set up and begin testing whenever breakfast is finished. Each child v^ll 
be tested individually and should be out of class for^only 15 to ZD oinutes* 
The testing sboul(^ be completed before the lunch period begins. 



Ke really appreciate your cooperation. 



CC:rr£ 



Approved ;^.^^^£c^ 

nilr6ctor» Office of Research an 



and l^valuatlon 



Approved 





Acting Director » Eletaentary Educa 



cc; Lee Laws - Oscar Cantu ' — Jose Mata ^ 
Principals of Schools with Migrant Pre*!l Teachers 



AlUson » October 30 » 1980 

Brooke - October 29 » 1980 

Davson - October 22 » 1980 

Metz - October 23 » 1980 



Ortega 
Rldgetop 
Sanchez 
St. Elmo 



October 21, 1980 
October 28, 1980 
October 15, 1980 
October 1&>] 1980 



ERJC 



o 
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' ' ' * Attachment a-3 

80^71 • . 

4 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Ra&earch and Evaluatlou . 

/ 

• December 17, 1980 



TO: Title I and Title I Migrant ?re-K Teachers 



["S^^^nd Cathei^iilsiir 
SUBJECT: Peabody Pretest Score Resiiita 



FHDM: David D^s and CatheAipiu^riatner 



Enclosed are the results for your class from th/^eabody Picture Jocabulary 
Testing done earlier this fall. In order to coake these scores more o e aning- 
ful to youp we have translated the results into percentile bands. Any test 
score is only an estimate of a student's achievement level. The percentile 
bands describe 4 range of scores within whiilfc the student's "true" score is 
likely to fall* These percentile bands are provided for your information, 
and not suggested for use in instructional placement. ' 

Please feel free to call us if you have any questions. The posttesting will 
be in April. You will be sent oore information about_ this at a later date* 

Approved ^ ^/vf^X^ 



-iJir«ct6rTWice of R&scarch an^ Evaluation 




Approved : " /Ui^ yLA/f^ jH2y9^^J^ 

Acting Director p Elementary Educj^ion 

CC:rxf 

Enclosures ' , 

cc: lee Laws 

Oscar Cantu 
Jose Mata 

Principals of Schools with Pre-5C Teachers 



AUSIIH IHOEPFNO£MI SClK)CH. OISTAICF 
OFFICE OF RFSEARCM ANO FVAIUATION 



PEAC€HTllE OAHOS Of PfAOOOY RAM SCORES 



HlGRAf^l 



12/19/dO 



l€AC»tfR 



I 
I 
I 



I - I 

.$....0 s. 



y. 



7 ' d 



9 9 
.5. •.9 



«i1 



I 



^^^1^ , Attachment A*-5 

AUSTIH nOEPENDEMT SCHOOL DISTSJCT 
Office of Research uid Evaluation 

April U 1981 



4 

TO: Title Z Migrant Fra-K Teachers 




FBOH: CathcrizMr^Sriscner 
SUBJECT: Feabody Ficture Vocabulary test Postte 



The posttesting of che prekindergarten •cudents vlch the Feabod/ ^rill be 
April 21 chrotigh April 24 and April 23 through }ky 1« As in the fall» 



Student individually* 
during a nsming perlod« 



trained testers will administer the test to each 
We will try to test all the students in one clasj 
The actual tiae per child will be only^^ to 20 dinutes* 

Please call coe co arra:ige a convenient ^Ima for cooe out and conduct 

the testings We can schedule only one school pe:} morning* 

Thank you for lyour cooperation* 



Approved 




O^lfectdr, Office of Hesea^^w and Evaluaelon 

Approved: OlHiA Mtyif jO^ 

Acting DlTBCtor, £Iea«nta:^^ducatlon , 

CC:rrf 

cc: La* Lavs 
Oscar Cantu 
Jose Heta 
Tliay Barenoff 

Principals with Migrant Pra-K Teachers 
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AUSTIN niDEPEteEST SCHOOL DISTSLICT 
Offlctt 0^ Ru€Arch and Svaluatlou 

May 27, 1981 



Attachment A*6 



TO: Tide I and Migrant Fre-SC Teachers 

FaOM: Cacherine Christner and DairLd Dots 
SUBJECT: Peabody Posttest Scores 



Eacloeed are the results from the posttesting of your students. For each 
student posttested, you will find a posttesc scale score. If the student 
vas al^o pretested, he/she will hav^. a pretest score Usted and the gain 
made froa pre- to posctest. Students for vhom you had indicated a domi- 
oant language other than Sngliah, vill have an asterisk by their aaae. If 
felt a student's score mighc aot be valid, "possibly invalid'* is listed 
for that child, 

?or each class and each pro^aa we hava computed an average pretest score, 
an average posttesc score, and an average gain. These data for your class 
and your program are incladed for your infomation, 

CC:lg 
Enclosures 



APTHOTED; 




Directo*, Office of Research and Evaluation 



APKlflVID 



%. Director, tlkmeutary Education^ 



cc: Tioy Baranoff 
Le« Laws 
Oscar Cantu 
Joa^ Maca ^ 
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OEAOOOY SCALE SlDftE RESULTS 

tudent 



TITLE t XHO HURAHT 



SCALE SCORES 
PRE POST GAIN 



LANG 



Teacher 

possfttr 

INVALID 









f « 






79 




1 

1 3 


96 


9t 


ft 


Q 0 


7 7 




91 


lU » 


23 




100 


16 


36 


93 


57 




67 




98 


116 


le 


66 


94 




1 16 . 


112 




75 


65 


10 


64 


111 


27 




112 


29 


101 


114 


13 


94 


104 


10 


75 


^00 


25 


90 


117 


27 



CLASS TOTALS 
SltlOCNlS PRCTCSTEO 
CLASS AVERAGES 



U44 1S06 322 
17 STUDENTS POSTTESTED 19 

84.94 100.42 16.9^ 



STUDENTS WiTM VALID GAlN 17 



TITLE I Pf^OGRAH TOTALS 
StUDEHTS pretested 12£ 
TITLE \ PROGRAH averages 



10856 13379 1348 
STUDENTS PCSTTESTED 136 
66 .16 96.95 1 1.05 



STUDENTS WITH VALID GA1>4 122 



HlOf^ANT PftOGRAH TOTALS 66?6 10691 914 , 

S^TUOrNTS PRET€STED 110 0tJOENTS POSTTESTEO 125 

HIORANT PROGRAM AVERAGES 7^.44 05.53 9.72 



STUDENTS MITII VALID GAIN 94 



• * 
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COMPARISONS OF PEABODY SCALE SCORE 
GAINS BY SPANISH AND ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF PRE-K STUDEVTS 



0^ 

Gain Spanish Dominant 



) 



^ Title I , • Mean - * N 

Q^i^ Spanish Dominant 11^33 ^ 

English Dominant 10-77 / 123 



10. SO 18 
T ' English tWminant ' 9.27 91 



■ 4 
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FlI^ ID A /P / N 
PROGRAM; Title I Migrant 
EAR: 1980-81 



CARD FILE LAYOOT 



I,OCATIO«; " 
AISD 



Paee ^ o f 2_ 



00 

o 



UT PF 



acct. paas. file name ' 



CONTENT S 1 Title I Pre-K, Migrant Pre-K„and Happy Talk Peabody Teatlnfi ProRram 



Field 



Coluona 



1-3 



DeBcrl[>tlon 



File IP'-APH 



5-25 .|tjaae (last name first) 



26-26 



27-29 



30-31 



32-32 



33-34 



35-35 



36-36 



37-37 



38-38 



39-39 



AO-iil 



42-44 



Sex (I'female; 2-'iaale) 



Teacher (aee attached list) 



Tester (1*BB; 2-4fM; 3-CC; 4-NL; 5-EC; 6»NM. 7-FO; S^'CB) 



Age *(in months) 



Form (1-A; 2-B) 



PrograIl^ (1-Title I Pre-Kj 2-Migrant Pre-K; 3-'Happy Talk) 



language, dominant (l**Engliah; 2^Spaniah; 3 >« Other) 



Baaal (l"yea; 2"no) 



Tiroe of year (l^'preteat; 2'-poatteat) 



3w acoro 



Scale acoro 



ft 



Ot3 



rim ID A yp / H 



CARD FILE LAYOUT 



LOCATION t 



YEARt 



Title 


I Hlgrant 


AJOU _^ / 


1980-81 




t Title 


I Pre-K. M 


iKtct. pasQ. file narao 

grant Pre-K, and Happy TaIIc P^/ihn^y Tpj^r^^e Pr'^gri*" 


Field 


Colunila 












A 7-4 7 


POflfllhlv Invalid Mmvao^ 




48-48 


Race/ethnlclty (1 ■ American Indian ^ 2 ■* Blacks 3 ■ Aalan. k Hlaoanlc 






5 - Anglo) / . 






















4 




















■ * 














) 




* 


■ f - 


4-1 




1' 



80.71 



Attachment A-9 
(continued, page 3 



PRE-K SCHOOL LIST 



01 


■ Brovm 1 


(Ferguson) 


02 


"•^Brown 2 


(Martin) 


03 


• ^plevood 




04 ' 


• Gorman 




05 


"•Ortega 




06 


" ipsevood 




07 







TITLE I 



08 
09 



Ridge top 
Rosewood 



50Z TITLE I/50Z MIGRANT 



•10 


■ Allison 


* 




- Bt'oilce , j 


• 


1^ 


• Dawson 




13 




ECCRANT 


14 


* Ortega 


> 


15 


• St. Elflio 




16 


Sanchez 




17 


• Happy Tali^ 





A-22 



80.71 Attachnent A-10 

< 



raOTOTTPIC MODELS FOR CC^IPARING GROUP GAINS 

I 

Mod.l 2j Y - a^D + agX^^^ + a^X^*^ + a^^X^^^ + a^^X^^^ + E 

Modal 3: Y - + a^^X*^^^ + a^^X^*^ + a^^X^^^ + E 

Model 4: Y - a^gO + a^^^^^ + a^gS^®^ + E 

4 

Modal 5: Y - a^^D + ^^^^"^^ + E 

■ 

Where, 

Y - posttMt , 
0 ■ 'unit vector 

A 



pretest 



X^"^^ • pretest if a member of Group 1; 0, othenrt.se 
(^) 

X ■ pretest if a aeaber of Group 2; 0 otherwise 

l'" . x"' I4u*r.d 

(8) 

X • 1 if a oeaber of Group 1; 0, otherwise 

E • ERROR 



•17 
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Attachinent a-11 ^ 



(Page 1 of 6) 



JISTAT - iHALYSIS t% m TES 

weoueict ors'nisuTioN for varusle 



AELATIVE AOJUS 



COOE 



48SOL^n 

I. 
L. 
I. 

2. 

U 

I. 

U 

I. 

2. ^ 

I. 

I. 

I • 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

3. 

U 

2. 

U 

I. 

I. 

2t 

3* 
3* 
I* 



INC »flocRA>< — ^lasANr 

I (PfitgTEST 5CAl£ I 
SO CUHUL^TlVc 



' 2,1 
4.3 

10.6 
11*7 

14.9 

M.I 
^U3 
23.^ 
'25.5 
25*7 
29 .a 

' 33*0 
34.0 
3;. I 
36*2 

3a«3 

^42.« 
46»d 



ERIC 
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Attachment A-11 
(continued, page 2 of 6) 



/ 



86« 
87. 
88. 
89, 
90. 
^l. 

99* 

9^. 

^ 100. 
LOl. 

103. 

^105. 
106. 
108. 
109. 
ILL. 
LL2. 

i 

LL^. 
LX6. 

U74 
TOTAL 



vALio Cases* 

MISSIMG CASES- 



L. 
I. 
L. 
2. 
3« 
U 
3* 
^. 
^. 
L. 
2. 
2« 
U 
^. 
2. 
U 
I. 
U 
3. 
L^ 
L. 

L* «- 

3. 

2. 

2. 

1. 

L. ' 
9<p. 
94 



La 

L*L 
L.l 

3.2 

L. L 
3^2 
4,3 

4.3 
L.L 
2»L 
2. L 
- L.L 
4,3 
2.L 
L.L 
L.L 
L, L 
3r2. 
L.L 
' L.L 
L.l 
3.2 
2.L 
2.L 
L. L 
L.L 
LOO.O 



L.L 

r 



L.L' 



L 

2.L 
3i2 

1. L 

<»'.3 
4.^ 
L.L 

2. L 
2.L 
L.L 
4.3 
2.L 
L.L 
L.L 
L.L 
3.2 
L.L 

1. L 
L.L 
3.2 

2. L 
2.L 
L.L 
L.L 

LOO.O' 



47.^ 

4a.9 

50.0 

72. L 

95.3 

5^.4 

59.4 

63.3 

«6.L 

69. L 

7L.3 

73. 

7^.5 

73.7 

ac.9 

3L.9 
^3.0 
84.0 
37,2 
48.3 
39.4 
9C.^ 
93.6 
99.7 
97.5 
99.9 
LOO.O 



^SAN« 84^3^04 
STO. OCV- L9.4a84 
^AJtL'nJ^* L27.0000 
RANCE* 90.0000 



VAfMA#4CS» 379.7963 

STO. 6R^^« 2.oi:l 

MSMu^ 39.0000 
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OlSTAT - ANALYSIS 18 - PU300Y T£S 
FftEQUENCV OlSTRieUTlOH fOR VAA1A8L = 
RELATIVE AOiJi;^ 





AdSCLUTE 
FREO 


FREO 


'FREQ 
(!>CT.) 


FREQ 
IPCT.) 




1 • 


Ul 


Ul 


Ul 






'Ul 


U 1 ^ 


2.1 


47, 




1.1 


U 1 


3*2 


S6« 




Ul 


1.1 


4.3 


57. 




2.1 


2.1 


t:^ 


65. 




1. 1 


Ul 


r.4 


63* ^ 




1.1 


1.1 


• a. 5 


h^* 




2.1 




ia.6 


70, 


1 • 


1.1 


U 1 


1U7 


72, 


1« 


;.i 


Ul 


12.3 


79 • 




1.1 


Ul 


13.3 


76, 




i 

1.1 


1.1 


14.9 


78. 




3.2 


3.2 , 


13.1 


7». 




1.1 


1.1 


19^1 


61 . 




1*1 


U 1 


2 V. Z 


92. 




2.1 


- 2^1 


22.3 






2.1 


2.^ 


24.5 


as. 




Ul 


Ul 


i5.9 






UL 


1.1 


26.6 


V' 


2. ■ 


2.1 


z.\ 


2?. 7 






4^ 


4. 3 


33.0 


90. 




6.4 


6«4 


39.4 


^1. 




4.3 


4. 3 


43,6 


93. 




4« 3 


4.3 


47.9^ 


95. 




2.1 


2.1 


50.0 


96. 




2.1 


2. 1 


" 52.1 


97. 




1.1 


Ul 


53.2 


93# 




^ 4,3 


4. 3 


57.4 


99. 




1.1 


1.1 


58.5 


100. 




Ul 


1-1 . 


59.6 



2 (P0S7TEST SCAL2 J 
BO Cy^ULATlVS 



50 
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(continued, page 4 of 6) 



101. 


1. 


Ul 


1.1 


60.6 


102. 


1. 


1.1 


1.1 


61.7 


104. 


2. 


2. 1 


2.1 


63.8 


105. 


" . 2. 


2. 1 


2. 1 


66# 0 


106, 


3. 


3.2 


3.2 


69.1 


107. 


U 


I . I 


1 . 1 


70. 2 


108. 


3. 


3.2 


3 ^2 


73 *^ 


109. 


2. 


2. I 


2*1 


75- 5 


1 10. 


5. 


5,3 


5*3 


^ 30.9 


111. 


2. 


2.1 


2. 1 


33.0 


112. 


4. 


4,3 




87 .2 


1X4. 


3. 


3.2 


3.2 


90.^ 


115. 


1 . 


1 1 
1*1 


L • I 


9 1.5 


116. 


2. 


2.1 


r 

2. I 


93.6 


117. 


2. 


2. 1 


2«l 


95.7 


1 1 o 
lis. 




1 . 1 


U 1 


96.8 


119. 


1. 


1.1 


l.l- 


97.9 


120. 


I. 


1. 1 


1.1 


98.9 


132. 


1. 


1.1 


Ul 


100.0 


TOTAL 


94. 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES> 
HISSING CASESi 



94 



HEAN- 93.^787 VARIANCE- 

STO. OEV« 19.0229 ' STO. ERR' 

HAXIHUH- 132,0000 MINIMUM* 
RANGE* , lll.OOOa 



361.8705 
1.9621 
22.0000 



1 
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OUTAT ^ ANALYSIS *8 - PSAeCi)Y T55 
FRggueNCY OtSTRtaiiT tON FCA VAPIA61& 



CQOE 

-20. 
• 12. 

-3. 

-I. 

0* 
I. 
2* 
3. 

10. 
12. 
13* 
14, 
15. 
16. 



RaATtVS AOJUS 
ABSOLUTS FReO FRS 
FRSfl (PCT^I IP 



ING i>RCGRA»M — 

3 (SCAL5 ^AIN 

50 CUf^ULATlve 

' FREQ 
> «PCT,I 

l.l 

2.1 

3.2 

^•3 

1 1 .J 
16.0 

17. q 

21.3 , 
28.7 

, =r:r 

34«C 
^ 37,2 
42. t 
45.7 
44,9 

52.1 

62.3 

7 1.3 



/ 
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17, 


1. 


1,1 




/ 72.3 


18« 


1. 




1.1 


73^4 


19, 


2. 


2.1 


2. 1 


i 75.5 


20. 


K> 


1.1 


1.1 


76.6 


21. 


2. 


2. 1 


2.1 


78.7 • 


* 22, 


Zf 


2.1 


2.1 


aff.9 


23. 


2, 


2^1 


2.1 


33.0 


26^ 


3. 


% 

3.2 


3.2 


86.2 


27. 


4, 


4.3 


4.3 


90.4 


29, 


1. 


1.1 


1.1 


91.^ 


31. - / 


2. 


2.1 


2.1 


93.6 


33. i 


2^ 


2.1 


2. I 


95.7 


38. 


1. 


l.l 


1.1 


96.8. 


40. 


1. 


1.1 


l.l 


97.9. 


45. 


1. 


l.l 


1.1 


98.9' 


is'i. ^ - 

tcItal ' 

i 


I. 


l.l 


1.1 


100. 0 


94. 


100.0. 


100,0 




VALl'o CASES* 


94 









HISSjlNG CASES* 0 

HBAH^ 9,6383 
STO. OEV« 15.9622 
MAXIMUM- 51.0000 
RANGE* 96.0000 



VARIANCE* 254,7925 
STO. ERRa 1.6464 
MINIMUM- -44.0000 



^-2^5 3 



Accachoeac 

80.71 (Page. 1 of 9) 

OISTAT - ANALYSIS #7 - PEABODY ifeSTING PR0G8AH — TITLE I 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOftJ VARIASLS « I (PRETEST SCALE ) 

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 



.* 

CDDE 


ABSOLUTE \FREQ 
FREQ tPCT.) 


FR^Q 
( PCT. ) 


FREQ 
( PCT. ) 


26* 


U 


0.8 -r 


0.8" 


0.8 


36. 
37. 


1. 

4 

1. 


0.8 

0*8 


0.8 
0.8 


L.6 
2.5 


'43 




0.8 


0.8 


3.3 


53. 


2. 


L.6 


U6 


4,9 


54. 


1.1 

1 


0.8 


0.8 


5.7 


5 7. 


L. 


0.8 


0#8 


6 .6 


61. 


A. ' 

i 


3.3 


3#3 


9.8 


62. 


I. 


0.8 


0*8 . 


10»7 


65. 


2./ 


1.6 


U6 


12.3 


66. 




1.6 


L .6 


13»9 


68. 


U 


0.8 


'O ♦ 8 ' 


14.8 




* " 3. 


' 2.5 




L7 .2 


72, 


1. 


0.8 


0*8 


18.0 


73. 


3. 


2. 5 


2*5 


20.5 


7A. 


L. 


0.8 

1 


0.8 


2 1.3 


75. 


3.- 


2.5 


2. 5 


23»8 


76. 


1. 


0.8 


d# 8 


24.6 


78. 


5. 


1 4.1 V. 




28.7 


79. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


30.3 


80. 


3. . 


2.5 


2.5 


32.8 


8U 




3^3 


3.3 


36.1 


82. 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


38.5 



KJj. 



80.71 










83. 


1. 


0.*8 


0.8 


' 39.3 




S. 

4 


. I 
4.1 ' 


4.1 


43.4 


85. 
. 86. 


* k 

2. 

. 2. 


*. a.6 

1.6^ 


1.6 
1.6 


45.1 

IP 

46.7 


87. 


2. . 




1.6 


48.4 


09. 
90. 


^ 4". 


• 3.3 


2.5 
3.3 


50.3 

5Lx 


91. 


3v 


2.5 


2.5 


56.6 


92. 




4. 1' 




> 60.7 


93.' 


4., . 


1 3.3 ' 


3.3 


63.9 


54. 


5. 

4 

1 

1. 


4.1 
0.8 


4.1' 
0.8 


68.0 
68.9 


96. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


70.5 


98. 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


73^.0 


. 99. 




0. 8 


0,8 


73.3 
' 75.4 
82.0 


100« 
lOl.'' 




1.6 
6.6 


■ 1.6 
, 6*6 - 


I 02. 


L. 


0.8 


0.3 


82.3 


103, 


* 

2. 


1.6 ■ 


1.6 ' 


84.4 ' 


104. 


U 


0.3 


0.8 


■' 85.2 


105.* 


2. 


1.6 


1.6' ^ 


86*9 _ 


107. 


3. 


2.5 


' 2.5 


39.3 


108^ 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


91.0 


109. 




0.3 


0.3 


91.8 


112. 


i • 


0.8 


O.'S 


92.6 


114. 


1 * 


0.8 


0.8 


93.4 


116, 
120. 




0.8 


1.6 

'0.3 


95.1 
95.9 


123, . 


1 • 


0.8 


■ 

0.8 . 


' 5^7 



(contdnued. page 2 of 9) 



A 



ERJC 



A-31 



80.71 



Accachmenc A-^IZ 
(conclnued, page 3 of 9) 













'125. 


I. 


0.8 


0.8 


97.5 


127. 


, I. 


0.8 


0.8 


98.4 


139. 


• 

I. 


0.8 


*0.8 


99.2 


144. 


t. 


0. 8 


0.8 


100.0 

V 


TOTAL 


L22. 


100.0 


1 

100.0 





VALID CASES- 
HISSING CASES- 



122 



MEAN- 87.2541 
STO. OEV- 19.4493 
MAXIMUM- 144.0000 
RANGE- 119.0000 



VARI^lNCe- 378.2737 
STO. ERR^ ■ 1,^09 
MINIMUM- 26.0000 



r 



ERJC 



80.71 



Attacl»Benc^-12 



(contlnudd ?*page 4 of 9) 
OISTAT - ANALYSIS *7 - PEABOOY TESTING PJIOGRAM — TITLE I 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE # 2 (PQSTTEST SCALc 1 



- 




RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


CUMULAT 




ABSaUTE 


FREQ 


FREQ 


FREQ 


CODE 


FREO 


(PCT. ) 


(PCT.) 


i PCT. ) 


53. 


' I. 


0*8 


0.8 


0.8 


58. 


4. 


0.8 


0.8 


1.6 


65. 


I. 


0.8 


0.8 


2.5 


67. 


1. 


0.8 


0.6 


3.3 


68. 


1. 


0.8 


0.8 


4.L 


71. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


5.7 


73. 


- I. 


0.8 


0.8 


6.6 




1 . 


0.8 


0.8 


7.4 


75. 


1. 


0.8 


0.8 


8.2 


76. 


I. 


0.6 


. 0.6 


9.0 


77. 


1. 


0.8 


0.8 


9.8 


78. 


2. 


1.6 


L.6 


11.5 


79, 


2. 


1.6 


L.6 


13.1 


60. 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


15.6 


81. 


3, 


- 2.5 




18.0 


'83. 


I . 


'0.8 


0.3 


18.9 




1 




U* 0 


I C 7 
1 7 . r 


85. 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


22. 1 


87. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


23.3 


88. 


2. 


ly€ 


1.6 


25.4 


90. 


8. 


6.6 


6.6 


32.0 


91. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


33.6 



ERIC 



80,71 



Attachxiieiit A«12 
(c6ntinued| page 5 of 9) 



■p 



92. 
93. 
9^. 
95* 

96. 

97'. 
%8. 

99. 
100. 
lOl. 
102. 
103. 
104, 
105. 
106. 
107. 
108. 
109. 
IIO. 
Hi, 
112. 
114. 
115. 
116. 



2. 5 


2f 5 


36.1 


3*3 


3.3 


39.3 


0« 8 


0« 8 


40.2 


3«3 


3.3 


43.4 


0«8 


0« 8 


44.3 


0«8 


. 0.8 


45. I 


0.8 


0. 8 


45*S 


2*5 


2.5 


48.4 


^•l 




52.5 


^.l 


^. I < 


56*6 


0.8 


0.8 


57.4 


2.5 


2.5 


59 .8 


^•1 


A* I 


63.9 


0«8 


0.6 


64«8 


2.5 


2.5 


67*2 


3^3 


3.3 


70#5 


2.5 


2.5 


73.0 


2*5 


2.5 


75.4 


2.5 


2*5 


77.9 


3.3 


3.3 


91.1 


3.3 


3.3 


84.4 


1.6 


1.6 


86.1 


0.8 


0.8 


96.9 


2.5 


1.5 


' 39.3 



A-34 



80.71 



Attachment A* 12 
(coatlnuedy page 6 of 9} 



117, 


2« 


1.6 


1.6 


* 91,0 


118. 


l« 


0.8 


0.8 


91.8 


120« 


2» 


1.6 


1.6 


93.4 


121. 


!• 


0. 8 


0- ft 




123. 


1« 


0.8 


0.8 


95.1 


125« 




3.3 


3.3 


98.4 


127. 




o.a 


0.3 


99^2 


144« 


- li 


0.8 


0.8 


100.0 


TOTAL 


122^ 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES- 122 
MISSING CASES* 0 



HEAN- 98. 0902 VARIANCE^ 

STD. DEV- 15.9135 STD. ERR» 

MAXIMUM- 14^.0000 *4INIMUM« 
RANGE- 92.0000 



253.2397 
^407 
53.00? 




A-35 



&0,7l , * f , Attachment A-12 

(coatinued» page 7 of 9) 

OISTAT - ANALYSIS #7 - PEA600Y TEST ING' PROGRAM — TITLE I 
FREQU^CY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE » 3 ISCALE SAIN » 

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUHULATIVS 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


FREQ 
IPCT# ) 


FREQ • 
(PCT.) 


FREO 
{PCT. ) 




u 


0« 8 • 


o.a 


0,8 




- 1 • 


0«8 


* 0.8 


L.6 


b b 4 




0« 8 


0.8 


2.5 




2 • 


1.6 


L.6 


4.1 






0* 8 


0.8 


4.9 




- 2 • 


1«6 


U6 


6.6 ' 






3.3 


3.3 


9.3 




1 , 


0«8 


0,3 


L0.7 


- 10« 


1, 


0*8 


0,8 


LL.5 




1 • 


0.8 


0.8 


12.3 




I. 


0«8 


0.8 


L3.1 




5* 


A«l 


4«t 


L7,2 


'A* 


A« 


3,3 


3.3 


20.5" 




2. 


U6 


1.6 


22. L 


-2» 


3* 


2.5 


2.5 


24.6 


-U 


?• 


5.7 


5,7 


3U • ^ 


0« 


2. 


1.6 ' 


1.6 


32.0 


I. 


3* 


2.5 


2.5 


34.4 


1. 


2. 


L.6 


1.6 


36,1 


I. 


2. 


1.6 


L.6 


37.7 


A. 


U 


0..8 


0.8 


38.5 


5* 




3.3 


3.3 


4L.8 



r 



Co 

A- 36 

ERJC • 



80.71 



6. 

A 


'3. 


2.5 . 


^.5 


7. 


1. 


'^.8 


0.8 


8. 


2. 


1.6 


K6 


9, 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


10. 


3. 


2.5 




11. 


1. 


0'.8 


0.3 


12. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


13. 


4. 


3.3 , 


3.3 


14. 


5, 


4.1 


4.1 




2. 


1.6 


1.6 


16. 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


17. 


5. 


4.1 


4.1 


18. 


4. 


3.3 


3.3 


19. 


1 . 


0.8 


0.8 


20. 


1. 


0.8 


0.8 


22. 


2. 


1.6 


L.6 


23. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


24. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


25. 


5. 


4.1 


4.1 


27. 


4. 


3.3 


3.3 






A a 


0.8 


29. 


2. 


1*6 


1.6 











» 

A-37 



Atcachoent A -12 
(continued, page 3 of 9) 

44.3, 

45.1 

46.7 

48.4 

50.8 

51.6 

53.3 

56.6 

60.7 * 

62.3 ' 

64.8 

68,9 

72.1 

73.0 

73,8 

75.4 

77,0 

4 

78.7 
82.8 
86.1 
86.9 
33.5 



80.71 



ACCachmenc A -12 
(continued, pag^ 9 of 9) 



32., 


3. 


2.5 


2.5 


91.0 


34. 


2. 


. 1.6 


1.6 


"92. 


36. 


1. 


0.8 ' 


0.8 


93.4 


37. 


1. 


0.8 


0.8 


94.3 




1. 


0.8 


0.8 


95.1 


47. 


2. 


1.6 


1.6 


96.7 


51. 


' 1. 


0.8 


3.3 


97.5 


55. 


1. 


0.8 


0.6 


98.4 


57. 


' I. 


- 0. 8 


' 0.8 


99.2 


75. 


^ 1. 


0.8 


0.8 


100.0 


TOTAL 


122. 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES* 122 
MISSING CASES- 



MEAN- 10.8361 VARIANCE"'' 322.5845 

STO. OEV« 17.9506 STO. ERR- 1.6261 

MAXIMUM- 75.0000 MINIMUM- -35.0000 

RANCe- 111*0000 " ' 



A- 38 



Attachment A -13 
(Page I of 3) 

^«T4T - iHAirSiS 1<> • »54<S00r T£S.tlN^ AftOGJlArt — HAPPY TAL^ 



^aSQuSNCY OISTRieuTION ^OR VlflUftLc < I IP^ETIEST SCALE 



C006. 


AASCXUTE 


(PCT.) 


AOJUStCO 
(PCT.J 








2.2 


- 2.2 
2.2 


2.2 

4.4 


56# 




4.T 


6l7 


11. 1 


11. 




2.2 


2.2 


13*3 






2.2 


2.2 


15.6 


63. 




^ ^ 


4.4 


20.0 


65. 






4,4 


24.4 


67. 




2.2 


2.2 . 


26*7 






4.7 


6.7 


3-3.3 


69. 




2^2 


2.2 


35.6 


''I. 




... 


4,4 


40.0 


75. 






4.4 


44.4 


7^ 






4,4 


^8.9 


?-7. 




2.2 


2*2 


51.1^ 


?9. 








55.6 


34. 




2.2 


2.2 


57.3 


89. 
90« 






4,-» 

3.9 


62.2 
?Ul 






2.2 


2.2 


73.3 


;^ 




2.2 


2.2 


75.6 


95. 




2.2 


2.2 


77.5 


96. 




2.2 


2.2 


30.0 


fl7. 




2.2 


2.2 ' 


^2.2 








£ . ^ 




100. 




4. . 


4.4 


38.9 


U2. 




2.2 


2.2 


91. I 








♦ .4 


95.6 


116. 




2.2 


2.2 


77.4 


U7. 




3.2 


2.2 


U0«0 


TOTAL 




lOO.O 


100. O' 





\ 



/4LtO CASES* 45 
^(SSI^ CJiSES* 0 

^«AV« 50. nil 
S'O. Oev- 19.6101 

^Axi'-ux* I r. 0000 

aAf*Oc« 34.^000 



ftlANCr" 



364.5556 
2. t2J3 

34.aooo 



A-39 



80,71 Attachment A*13 

/ ^ (continued I page 2 of 3) 

DIST4T - 19 - ^SiWOY TESTINO ^ROCAIM — HAPPY TALX 

f'SQUlHCY OlsniSUTlO^ VAAU8LS « 2 IP0STT2ST SCAt£ ) 

ft£L AT 1 V E ADJUST EO CUHUL AT I V6 • 





ASSOIUT^ 


(PCT.) 


tPCT.) 


fR6Q 
(PCT.J 






2.2 


2.2 


2.2 




t. 


2.2 


* 2.2 


4.^ 




u 


2.2 


2.2 


6.7 




2. 




^►.4 
<».4 


tl.t 
t5.6 


7U ' 


t . 


2.2 


2.2 


t7.i 


73. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


20.0 


75, 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


22.2 " 


76. 


2. 


4.4 


^.i 


26.7 


78. 


^. 


3.9 




39.6 


32. 


2. 






^O.G 


53. 


t* 


2.2 


2.2 


42.2 


34. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 




55. 


^ 


5.9 


5.9 


53.3 


57. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


55.6 




t. 


2.2 


2.2 


57.a 




3. 


4.7 


6.7 


d4.^ 




/ 


2.2 


2.2 


66.7 




t. 


2.2 


2.2 


69.9 


97. 


2. 




^.4 


73t3 




2. 


4.^ 


^.^ 


77.3 


too. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


ao.o 


tot. 


I.' 


2.2 




52.2 


t03. 


t. 


Z.4 


Cm C 


$4.4 


t06. 


2. 


4*4 


4.^ 


^d.9 


t09. 


I. 


2.2 


2.2 


.-9Ut 


t tt. 


2. 


^•4 


4.4 


95.6 


tl^. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


97.^ 


1 16. 


t. 


2.2 


2.2 


too.o 


TOTAL 




too.o 


too.o 


• 


mo CASES' ^5 









ERIC 



^ISSI'*5 CAS5S- 0 

^^kfiM ^6.9222 V4PIANC£« ^^0.4222 

. S^'D^ 0€V- 1 5. 5056 STT. S»P- 2.Jtlw 

<a;^I^V^* I ti.OOOO ^rNMU^ 56.0000 
M..>000 ^ £^ 

A-40 



80,71 



Attachment A -13 
(continued, page 3 of 3) 
s 49 ^SAMOY resTiNO pnocaAM — happV tau 

nuTxoH fon vmiaale i 3 (SCals gain 

ftSlATIve AOJUST«0 Cy^ULATlVS 



CODE 


(PCT. J 


(PCT.) 


(PCT. 


•2*. " !• 


2.2 


2.4 


2.* 


« 20* I • 


2.2 




4.9 


«15« I* 


2.2 


2.4 


7*3 


2* 


4« 4 


4* 9 


i2r2 


•12* I* 


2.2 


2 .4 


I 4.6 


U 


2. 2 - 


2. * 


17.1 


•4. U 


2.2 


2.'* 


19.5 


-7. 


2.2 


2. 4 


22.0 


2* 


4.4 


4.9 


26.4 


-I. - 2. 


4.4 


4.9 


31,7 


2. 2. 


4.4 


4. 9 


36.6 


3. I. 


2.2 


2. 4 


39. C 


5. U 


2.2 


2.4 


41.5 


6. 3* < 


6* 7 


7,3 


46»a 


3. 3.^ 


6.7 


7.3 


56. 1 


9« 


2.2 


2. ^ 


53.5 


to. 2. 


4.4 


^.9 


63.4 


u. 2. 


4. 4 


4. 9 


61.3 


i^. 2. 


4. 4 


4.9 


73.2 


16. 2. 


4.4 


4. 9 


71.0 


17, I. 


2.2 


2.^ 


SO. 5 


21. 


2. 2 


2.'» 


S2.9 


23. I. 


2.2 


2,4 


$5.4 


2. 


4. 4 


4* 9 


90.2 


33. I. 


2.2 


2.4 


92.7 


3^. I. 


2.2 


2. A 


95.1 


4?. t. 


2.2 


2.4 


97.6 


51. .1. 


2.2 


2.4 


IdO.O 


9. ^. 




HISSING 


uo.o 




100. 0 


KO.O 




MSSINC CASES' 








^S4N« 7.36 59 
^4X1 *V^m M .0000 


/4P t4MCS- 2-'l.3^7S 
STD. CRR. 2.5729 
'^IHI^U'** ^24.:000 



ERIC 



A-41 

C3 



pakaheters 

COL 1- 5 • 

COL 6-10 • 

cot n-15 • 

tm 16-20 • 

COL ,21-25 • 



t 

216 
5 

i 



OAIA fORHAI - (Ai,T60,n.I5*,J2,T66,f i.0,U2,f J,0tn«,iM.0,^n*O,f6.a*,|^^,iM.Ol 

H Of Tl HE I STUflENIS • 122 ' 
IJ Of HICRANT STUOENIS > 94 



00 
O 



iNTERCnftftELAf JON ANALYSIS. 



\ 


















MEANS 


1 

96.2009 


65.9661 


49.2624 


4 

it. 70i / 


5 

//7l. 1250 


6 

45k| .9954 


7 

i259.|296 


% 

0.564tf 


SJGMAS 


1 

I7.)7)0 


2 

19.429/ 


) 

45.6425 


4 

41. /26l 


3296.2/44 


6 

469d.iU7 


7 

4267.08)2 


6 

0.495tl 




t 




) , 


4' 


5 


6 


7 


a* 




I. 0000 


0.W56 


b.2^0) 


0.025a 


0.5/62 


0.2690 
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R ■ 0,595< 
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Attachment A-U 
(continued, page 2\o£ 3) 



51 ITERATIONS. 



10 ITERATIONS, 




MODEL 3 03 CRITERION 



PREDICTORS - 
R • 0.5^44 

V BETA 

3 1.1011 

4 1.5899 
8 ^ 0.5941 

REG. CONST. « 



3-4 8-8 

RSQ » 0.3533 
B 

0.4191 

0.6317 ' 
20.8194 
40.7009 



75 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 4 04 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS • 2-'2 8- 8 
R « 0.5804 RSQ - 0.3369 



V BETA 

2 0.5700 

8 0.0750 

REG. CONST. ■ 
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2.6264 
50.9933 
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Attachaent A'*14 
(continued > page 3 of 



* WOEL 5 05 CRITERION • I 
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R »'0.5756 RSQ * 0.3313 I ITERATIONS. 
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2 0.5756 , '0.5146 
REG. CONST. = ' 52.0484 



F-TEST I F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL I V'S MODEL 2 
RSQ full » 0.3551 MODEL I 

RSQ REDUCED - 0,3572 MODEL 2 ' - • 

DIFFERENCE » -0.0020 w 

DFN ■ 1. OFD * 21&. F-RATIO » 0,0 P » l.CCCa 

F-TEST t F-T&3T MODEL COMPARISONS - HODEL 2 MCOcL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0.3572 .MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED * 0.3533 WODEL 3 \ 
DIFFERENCE * 0.0039^ ' 

DFN ■ U DFD « 211. F-RATIO » 1.274 P « 0.2592 



F-TEST y F-TEST MODEL COMP-ARISONS - MODEL % VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL 0.3533 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED 0.3369 MCDEL 4 

DIFFERENCE =« 0.0164 

DFN « I. DFD • ' 212. F-RATIO » 5.333 P » 0.0?OI 



F-TEST 4 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULt • 0.3369 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED > 0.3313 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0056 

DFN - 1. OFD « 213. F-RATIO = 1.794 P = 0.1734 
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OUTPUt FROM PROGR*« RECRAN **♦ 

REGRAN - ANALYSIS #1 - P^ABOOY - TITLE I. MIGRANT, AND HAPPY TALK 

PARAMETERS 

COL 1-5 = 12 

COL 6-10 * 261 

COL ll-l'5 - 5, 

COL 16-20 = ^ > 

COL 21-25 » I 

DATA FORMAT - ( A 3 ,T 60, lU T54 , 1 2, T66 , F3 . 0,T42 , F 3.0, T 32, 3F 3.0 , 4 1 T40, F 6.0 ) , T5 5, 3F I. 01 
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Accachmenc A ^15 
(condnued, page 3 of 4) 
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100 ITERATIONS. 
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A-47 



ERIC 
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HOOEL 4 04 CRITERION » I 
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Atcachiaenc a-15 
(continued, page 4 of 4) 



4 ITERATIONS. 
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DIFFERENCE « -0.0013 

OFN - 2. DFO » 232. F-RITID » 0.0 P = l.CCCO 



F-TEST 2 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0.3908 HOOEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.3837 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0070 

OFN » U OFO «^ 234. F-RATIO - 2.700 P = O.C<;7<: 



F-TEST 3 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 3 VS MOOEL 4 
RSQ FULL ■ 0.3837 MOOEL 3 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0.3703 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0135 

OFN » 2. DFO » 235. P-RATIO * 2.563 P = 0.0768 
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F-TEST 4 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 4 VS MOOEL S 

RSQ FULL » b.3703 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.3461 MODEL 5 «> " 

DIFFERENCE • 0.0242 

OFN » 2. -DFO » 237. F-RATIO » 4.550 «> = ).0ll5 
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MODEL 1 01 CRITERION * 1 
PREDICTORS » 3- 6-8 



R > 0.6072 



RSQ » 0.3687 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


-0. 2^52 


-0.1156 


4 


-0.2721 


-0.1214 


6 


O.dSU 


0.0031 


7 


0.8084 


O.0039 


8 


0.3620 


13.4504 


REG. 


CONST. » 


70.1536 



MODEL 2-02- CRITERION 



1 



P'^EDICTORS 
R s O.6064 



3-5 8-8 
RSQ » 0.3677 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


-0.3366- 


-0. 1318 


4 


-0.0302 


-0.0135 


5 


0.6452 


0.0032 


8 


0.4835 


17.9666 


REG. 


C8NST. • 


66.2807 



Atcachnenc A -19 • 
(concinued, page 2 of 3) 



120 ITERATIONS. 



34 ITERATIONS, 



MODEL 3 03 
PREDICTQRS ' 
R ^ 0.5899 



V BETA 

3 1.0583 

4 1.0640 
. 8 0.3527 

REG* CONST. » 



CRITERION » 1 
3-4 8-8 
RSQ « 0.3480 

B 

0.4146 
0.4758 
13.1045 
4 8.7'821 



MODEL 4 04 

Predictors « 

R « 0.5886 



V BETA 

2 . 0.5U2 

8 * 0.2207 

« RSC. CONST. • 



CRITERION - 1 
2-2 Bf 8 
RSQ > 0.3465 
8 

0.4293 
8.2015 
52.4310 
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Attachment A-19 / 
(continued, page 3 oi r2) 



MOOEL 5 05 CRITERION * I 
PREDICTORS "\ 2- 2 
R * 0.5468 \^RSO » 0.2990 



V BEX 
2 0.5468 
REG. CONST. > 



B 

0.4592 
55.8695 



I ITERATIONS. 



f-TEST I F-TEST MOOEL COMPARISONS - MOOEL I VS MOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.3687 MOOEL 1 

RSQ REDUCEO ■ 0.3677 MOOEL 2 

DIFFERENCE » O.OOlO 

OFN - I. . OFO M 161. F-RATIO » 0.263 P » J. 6149 



F-TEST 2 F-TEST MqoEL COMPARISONS - HCOEL 2 VS HCOEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.3677 MOOEL 2" 

RSQ REDUCED - 0.3430 MOOEL 3 

DIFFERENCE 0.0196 

OFN • I. DFD - 162. F-RATIO = 5.033 P » 3.0246 



F-TEST 3 F-TEST MCOEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.3480 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED • 0.3465 MOOEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0016 

DFN » I. DFD - 163. F-RATIO « 0.389 P » 0.5411 



F-»TSST 4 F-TEST MqOEL 
RSQ FULL » 0.3465 
RSQ REDUCEO * O.2990 
DIFFERENCE - 0.0474 
DFN - I. 0F0 » /164. 



COMPARISONS 
MOOEL 4 
MOOEL 5 



- MySL 4 



VS MOCSL 5 



F-R4TI0 « 11.905 P » 3.0011 
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BOEHM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS 



Purpose 

Results of the Boenm Test of BasjLc Concepts wer^ used to answer the 

following decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation 

Design for 1980-81. ^ ^ 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Title I Reading Improvement 
Program be modified? If so» how? 

Evaluation Question Dl*l ; Were the'^objectives of 
the Title I reading component met?* 

Evaluation Question Dl-7 ; How many Title I 
students scored high enough to exit from the 
' Title I program coring 197V1980? 

, Decision Question D2 ; Should Title I schoolwide projects be 
continued^ expanded^ or revised? If so» how? 

Evaluation Question D2'*l ; Were the objectives of 
the schoolwide projects met? 

Evaluation Question D2--2 : Were the achievement gains 
made by low-achieving students (40th percentile or 
below) in the schoolwide projects equal to the gains 
made by low-achleVing students in regular Title I 
schools? ^ 



Evaluation Question D2-3 : Were the achievement gains 
made by high-achieving students (abovje 40th percentile) , 
in the schoolwide projects equal to tha gains made by^ 
high-achieving students in regular TitTe'^schools? 

Decision Question D3 i Should the Rainbow Kit project be contimied, 
modified! or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question D3-l i Did the achievement gains 
of Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of non- 
participants in the control group? 

Decision Question D4 i Should the Title I Early Childhood Education 
?1f6grai]| be continued^ modified^ or discontinued? If so» how? 

Evaluation Question D4^3 ; Did former Pre-K participants 
score higher than other students in their schools when 
entering kindergarten and first grade? 
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Decision Question D5 : Should the Happy Talk Program be 
continued, modified, or dlscorrtlnued? 

Evaluation Question D5-3 : Did Happy Talk participants 
outscore the other students In their schools when 
entering kindergarten? 

The Information gathered was used In partial fulfillment of Infonnatlon 
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment . 

12: How similar ^are the results when the schools are 

ranked for Title I eligibility In eaCh way possible 
, "under Title I regulations? 

_I3t How many students In each school scored below selected 
percentile points on the Boehm, MRT, ahd ITBS? 

14: How many sjttidents would be eligible for Title I services 
for various combinations of criteria for campus and 
student eligibility? 



Procedure 



The Boehm Te^ of Basic Concepts was adnilnirstered by the S/sterawlde 
Testing Program in all kindergarten classes in AlSli during the fall of 
1980. The testing occurred September 8-12, with makeups being given 
September 15-19. Classroom teachers administered tjie test to their 
own students. Booklets were then forwarded to ORE for scoring. 

. ' In the spring, kindergarten classes in Title I 3cho6l3 and, ^ few others 
where requested were posttested on February 9-13, wittt mt^feups on Feb- 
ruary 16-20. 

Detailed procedures are outlined in the Final Technical Repont^ System- 
wide Evaluation , publication number 80.39. 

I 

In addition, ^tudents who entered Title I schools after tke, September 
testing and did not have a comparable score^ were ^vea the Boehm to 
determine their Title I eligibility. The Boehm was also given to 
students whom teachers felt had received invalid test scores in Septem- 
ber. 

• / - . - ■ ^ ; 

Because so many analyses were done using che T&Oetjm data^ procedures are 
described briefly along with the results tilated \<t each evaluatlonnn 
question. , ^ vs^.,.^ 

97 " J 
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Results 



The Boehm results are prefsented by evaluation question or infortaation 
need. ^ ■ 

Evaluation Qu4stlQruDl-l :- Were- the objectives of the Title I reading 
component met? * 

• 

Th€ Texas Edatation Agency requires stratified achievement objectives. * 
The kindergarten objective for the AISH Reading Improvement Program 4 
was based on the previous performance by Title I students. Only stu*- / 
dents tested in English were used to establish and Measure the objec- , 
tive. Too few students-were both pre- and posttested in Spanish to , ^ 
establish and measure an objective in ^:hat language. Figure B-1 
shows the number and percentage of Title I students making gains 'in 
each interval specified in the objective. It is. not clear to the 
writer exactly how stratified objectives are to >e evaluated* It 
would appear that the program did not do quite as well as expected 
since the percentages in the bottom three ranges of gain are greater 
than expected while the percentages in the top two ranges are smaller 
than anticipated. An examination of the mean gain, however, shows 
thitt the program did about as well this year as last. The average gaxn 
for students tested in English in 1979*80 was'U.5 raw score points* 
The average gain this year was ,6 points lower, 13.9 raw score ^ points, * 

EvaljLiation Question Dl-7 ; Were the objectives of the schoolwide pro- 
jects met? 

Figures ^3 and B-A provide the results for the students tested in 
English at Allison and Becker. The results were very similar for the 
two groups. The students in the two schools had the same pretest mean 
and were within ^2 raw score joints of, each other at ,posttest. A com- , 
parlson of^e g^ins made by these students to those made by other > 
Title I stirdents follows. 

Evaluation Question <t2-2 : Were the achlevelment gains made by low- 
achieving students (AOth-perc;entile or belowj in the schoolwide projects 
equal to the gains mtfde by low-achieving students in regular Title I 
schools? 

Evaluation Question D2-3 : Were the achievement gains made by high- 
achieving students (above the AOth percentile) in the schoolwide pro- 
jects equal to the gains made by. high-achieving* students in regular 
Title I schools? 

. A number #of analyses were' done to provide information about these evalu- 
ation questions. Attachment B-l describes the type of lineaf models 
used to make' the comparisons between groups. The same models were used 
in each analysis reported below. In e^ch case the pretest was the fall 
Boehm raw score, and the posttest was th^ spring Boehm score. Only 
the makeup of the groups differed from analysis to analysis. 

*See addendum. • , " * ^ 
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The first set of analyses comjpared lew-achieving students (pretest ^Oth 



percentile) ^t Allison with similar 



studentfe at Becker. The results 



in Figure B-5 show that the two groups did not differ significantly. 

Figure B-6 reports the results when tjhe high-achieving students (pre- 
test > 40th percentile) at the same schools were compare^- Again the 
groups were itot found to differ significantly. 

Then all kindergarten students at Allison who were tested in English 
were compared with their ^unterparts at Becker, and the results were 
the same. None of the F-tests were significant. ^ ^ 

When the kindergarten students at the two schoolwide projects were not 
found to difAr significantly, they were combined for comparisons with 
students from the other Title I schools. The comparisons were limited 
to students iar. schools that had been part of the Title I Program in 
previous years so th^t students o*f relatively similar 3oci<)econoniic* " 
backgrounds were used in the comparisons. The schools comprising the 
comparison group were Che following: Browri, Blackshear, Campbell, 
Dawson, Govalle, Maplewood, Mathew's, Metz, Norman, Oak Springs, Ortega, 
Ridgetop, Ro^tedale, Sanchez, Sims, and Zavala. First, low achievers 
in the two groups were compared. Then high achievers and all students 
were compa^red. » 

Figures B-8 through B-10 reveal that the two grpups differed signifi- 
cantly in each jet of analyses. An examination of expected valuas^for 
the two groups wheri^ all students in each group were included in the 
analysis shows ^about a 3 point ^advantage on the posttest for schoolwide 
project students compared to students from *Pfegular' Title I schools with 
equivalent pretest scores. At the pr^etest mean of schoolwide project * 
particifjants , this gain represents a -'gain of about eight NCE's. 

Copies of tKe computer printouts from which Figures B-5 through 'B-10 
were taken can be. found as Attachments B-2 through B-*7. 

Evaluation Question D3*l ; Did the achievement gains of Rainbow Kit 
participants exceed those of rionparticip^tnts in the control ^roup? 

.A 

The Rainbow Kits are collections of 36 reading-related activifies for 
parents and children. The activities, which were developed on. four 
levels — kindergarten, first grade, primary (grades 2 and 3;- and inter- 
mediate (grades 4-6^ — are packaged in envelope's and designed ^to be sent 
home with the Title I children on a weekly basis throughout the' school 
yea^. ' 

The Rain'bow Kits were pilot tested in six Title I schools. Grade "* 
levels at each school were assigned to either participation or control 
status. All students in a participating grade rec*"e^ved Rainbow Kits, 
Title I students at nonparticlpating grades did not Veceive the 
lessons. At kindergarten three schools-^ Brown, Dawson, and Maplewood — 
received the kits^^ The nonparticlpating schools wef.^ t'idgetop and 
Zilker. Harris, the sixth school, did not have kind^garten students. 
The linear models in Attacfiment B-1 were used to compare the partici- 
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pacing tjttle I students with the controls* Nonparticipating sibling^ 
of partitipaixts were reaioved from all Rainbow Kit analyses so the 
presence of the kits in the home would not confound the results. About 
one-third of the parents 'responding to a Raitibow Kit Questionnaire 
(Appendix H) had reported other children using the Rainbow Kit their 
• child rec'eived* 

•The results presented in Figures B-11 and B-12 would seem to imply that 
^e Rainbow Kits retarded the learning of. students with a pretest score 
'below 20; however, only 15 students were included^in the control group. 
Such an N is too small for meaningful analysis especially usipg models 
with as many as six predictors. 

Evaluation Question D4-'3 : Did former pre-k participants score higher 
than other students m their schools when entering kindergarten and 
first grade? 

A 

To answer this question the Boehm scores of two groups of students were 
compared. One group was 1979*80 Title I pre-k students who entered 
kindergarten in September, 1980. The other group consisted of all the 
kindergarten students in the schools which had Title I pre-k classes ^ 
in 1979-80 except for the formetflitle I pre-k students and the former 
Title I Migrant pre-k students who attended those schools- The two 
groups were compared on the Boehm subscales and total scores. Figure 
B-13 shows that the former pre-k students ecored significantly higher 
than the others on total score and on all subscales except one, Miscel- 
laneous. The difference between the groups on total 'score represent^ 
about a 15 percentile point difference iij the middle SES norms- About^ 
half, of the former pr£-k students were^ not eligible for Title I iVistruc- 
tion. 

Evaluation Question 135-3 : Did Happy Talk participants outscore the 
other students in their schools when entering kindergarten'^ 

* 

A different approach was taken in answering this evaluation question* 
Thirty^six Happy T^fek participants f:jO!» 1979-80 were found to have 
fall^ 1980, toehm scores. They attended 10 different elementary 
schools: Allison, Blacksh^ar^ Brooke^ Brown^ Govalle^ Metz, Ortega^ 
St. Elmo^ Zavala^ and Winn- An expected store was first determined by 
getting a weighted average of the meAn BoeRm raw scores at these 10 , 
schoojls. The calculation of the mean for all ten schools was weighted 
by the numbet of former Happy Talk students attending the school- The 
weighted mean was 24,8. A t-test was then calculated to ^ee if the 
mean of the former Happy Talk students, 22*6, differed significantly 
from this score* The _t of 2.31 was significant at th^ .05 level, so 
it^^ppears that the former Happy Talk students scored below the other 
kindergarten students in the schools they attended, t ' " 



80.71 f ■* 



Addendum 



An analysis reported in Appendix G of Che Final ''Technical Repo'rt . 
Systemwide Testing Evaluation, publication number 80.39, shows that 
when only the nine schools that_ have been Title I schools for the last 
^our years are inc;uded, the gain is Che sabe (12.1 points)^ as in 1979-80. 
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Results . Expec t ed 

^ NuAber ' Peraent ^ Pef>cent Gain of,,. 



67^ 

t 


16. A 


' 18 


>20 raw score points 


138 


33.8 


37 


lA-19 raw score points 


168 


Al.'2 




7^13 raw score 'points 


30' 


7. A . 


7 


1- 6 raw score points 


5^ 


1.^2 


I 


<0 rav score joints 


Pretefst 


mean score = 


ri.5 





Postt^st mean score ■ 35»4 N =» AOS 

Average gain » 13.9 

^ ; f , 

' ^ ■ 

Figure B-1. MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE, 1980-81. 



Spring Boehm 




1980 ^ . - 




1981 


Raw Score 


Number 


,Percent 


Number 


Percent 


<_3A 


23A 


^ 38 


161 


39 


>3A 


382 


62 


2A7 

1 


61 



Figure B-2, NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS 
SCORING HIGH ENOUGH TO EXIT TITLE I STATUS. 
} » 
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of . . . 
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Figure MEASUREMENT Of 
AT ALLISON. 


TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
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Filgure B-A. MEASUREMENT OF TITLE I SCHOOLWIBE PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
AT BECKER. 
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^ Figure B-5. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVERS (<_40th Percentile) AT ALLISON 
(N-46) Airo BECKER (N=59) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS. 



Models RSQ 

F"^^ Restricted Fall Restricted df 



1 Zi 2 ' .2004 .2011 1,34 



0.0 1.000 



2 . ^ 3 . .2011 ^.1971 1,35 0.177 0.680 

3 ^ -1971 .I960 1,36 0,'o47 0.823' 
^ ' ZS 5 .I960 .^—. 1381 1 ,37 2.666 0.107 



Figure. B-6. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS' (>40th PeEcentileJ AX ALLISON 
*(N-17) AM) BECKER (N'-23) SCHCfOLWlDE PROJECTS. 
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Figure B-7. MODELS COMPARING ALL STUDENTs'aT ALLISON (N-=63J AND BECKER 
, (N-82)' SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS. 
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Figure B-8. MODELS COMPARING LOV ACHIEVERS (<_40th Percentile) AT ALLISON 
AND' BECKEll (N=>105) WITH LOW ACHIEVERS AT TRADITIONAL TITLE I 
" SCHOOLS (N=A95). See -text for a list o£ schools/ 
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, Figure MODELS CO^^PARING HIGH-ACHIEVING (>AOth Percentile) SCHOOLWIDE 

EROJECT STUDENTS (N^AO) WITH HIGH ACl^IEVERS AT TRADITIONAL 
TITLE I SCHOOLS (N^273). 





^Models 




RSO 








Full 


■R&stricted 


*FUll 


Restricted 


df 


F 


P 


1 
2 


vs 2 
vs 3 


v^^HtS202 
.5196^ 


.5196 
^ - .5169" 


1, 907 
/, 908 


1.G81 
5.182 


0.299 
0.022 


3 


vs ^4 


.5169 


.5169"^ 


1, 909 


0.0 


1.000 


4 


vs - 5 , 


/5169 




r, 911 


46.619 


<cr.oooi 



z 1 ' ' — 

Figure B-IO. MODELS COMPARING ALL SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS (N»145) .WITH 
ALL STUDENTS IN TRADITIONAL TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=>768). 



ERIC 



mwniiiu ■ 



B-12 . 



80.71 

J 



J_ 

Models RSQ 



Full' 




Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 


df 


F 


P 


I 

• 


vs 


' ^ 2 


..4397 


.4209 


1.71 


2.382 


.123 


2 


vs 


3 


.4209 


.3799 


1,72 


5. '094 


.025 


3 


vs 


> * 4 

i 


.3799 


" .3581 


1,73 


, 2.572 


.109 


4 


vs 




. 3581 


' • ^3532 . 


1,74 ' 


0.558 


.464 



Figure B-11. COMPARISON OF RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIpAXING 
TITLE I STUDENTS. Nonpartiili^ating siblings of Rainbow Kit 
recipients wer^ excluded frori the -analysis. ^ 

/ ^ 



9 



\ 



B-13 * 



80.71 



BoEm 

PtoSTTEST 



r 




RAI^Bav Kit 



CCOTROL 



i « 



. BoEhw Pret% 

« * 

_ ' . RAirEcw Kit 

COfiTROL 

FigureyB-l2. COMPARISON OF RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS Af!D CONTROL 



STUDENTS. 



.1 M"? 







4 




( 


• 

• 


• 






Title 


I Pra-K* 


* No 


Pre-K* 








Variable' 


N 


"Mean 




\ Mean 


df 


F 


P 






V 












Space (23)** 


86 


13.86 
« 


211 , 


13*72 


1, 295 


.14.985 


.0003 


Quantity (18) 


86 


.10.23 


211 


8.94 


1, 295 


1 1 . 506 


.0012 


Time (4) 


86 ' 


2.23 


211 


•l.73 


1, 295 


' 11.956 


.0010 


Misc. ii) 


86 


2.42 


211 


2.54 • 


1, 295 


2.536 


.108i. 








• 










Total (50) 


86 


30.74 


' 211 


. 26.53 


'1, 295 


15.405 


.0003 



*See the text for the definitions of each group* , 

**Numbers In parentheses give the number of Itemb included in the scale. 

Figure B-13, ^COMPARISON OF FORMER TITLE I FRE-K STUDENTS AND NUNPARTICIFANTS AT 
^ENTR^ InVo kindergarten. 
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AttachmenC< B~I 



PROTOTYPIC MODELS FOR 'COMPARING GROUP GAINS 



Model 1: 

Model 2: 

Model 3: 

Model 4: 

^Model 5: 

, Where, 
Y 

. ' U 



. X 



(7) 



Y.a,U.ay^> + ^„X^^>.a,;x<5).'a^^W 



'7" ■ -8-^ 



10 



a,^U + a,,X^ + a 



•i^^ + a X^«> + E 



Y ■ a 



16 



17 V, 



18 



= postcesc 
= unit vector 



(2) 



+ E 



X^2> . 
.,(3) , 



pjretest if a member of Group' I; 0^ otherwise 
pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise 



x/5) ^^^^^^^ 



(4) 

X squared 



1 If a member of Group 1 



; 0, otherwise 



*** OUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN *♦* 

•ALLISON VS BECKER — BOEHH l980-l98l — 

PARAMETERS . . 

CCL I- 5 = 8 

COL 6-10 = 105 

CCL Vl-15 = 5 I 

CCL 16-20 =1 4 * 

^ CCL 21-25 = 1 



DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



RAW SCORES <^ 30 

4 



0870 



CO 

o 



MEANS 

I 

^ SIGMA S 

R MATRIX 
I 
2 
3 
* * 
5 
6 



I 

37.91 43 


2 

20.6381 


3 ^ 
9.0667 


4 

11,5714 . 


5 

459.9143 


6 

200. 3810 


7 

259.5353 
• 


^8704 . 


2 

5,8295 


3' 

10.8709 


- 

4 

11.2087 


^ 5 

228. 7165 • 


. 6 

267.2546 


7 

291 .3714 




2 


3 

> 


V 

4 


5 


* 

6 


7 


1.0000 


0.5290 


0.1340 N 


0. 1452 


0.4951 


0.1 725 


0.2304 


0:5290 


1 .0000 


.0.2093 


0.3171 

t 


0.9842 


0.3263 


-0.4733 


. ^,1340 


0.2093 


1.0000 


-0.6610 


• 0.1996 


0'.9 731 


-411^7 42 9 


0. 1452 


0.3171 ' 


-0.8610 


/ . * 

• iloooo y 


0.32^ 


-0. 7740' 


0.9667 

0.4936 


0.4951 

■ /. 


0.9842 


0.1906 


0.3270 


l.OCOO 


0.3177 


0.172 5 ,. • 


6. 3263 - 


0.9731 


'-0.7'740 


0i3l77 


1 .0000 


-0.6678 


Oi2304 


, 0.473? 


-0.7429 


■ 0.9667 


0.493A 


-0.66r8 


1 .0000 


0. 05&5Ji^ 


^.0087 


0.9446 


-0.9116 


-0.0097 


0.8491 


, -3.7865 



0.4381 



8. 

0*496 2 



8 

0.05,8S 
'* 0.0087 

ft 

. 0.94^6 I % 

-0.9116 o g 

Ml r» 

-0.0097 ^ *f 

0. 8491 
'^.,786 5 

1 .oooa 

-111 



80.71 • ^ Attachcenc B-2 

(Page 2 of 3) 
f . 

MODEL 1 Ml CRITERICN » 1 
PPEOlCTORS » 3- A 6- 8 

R" = 0,5587 RSO = 0i3122 • ^50 ITERATIONS. 

« 



V 


BETA 


B 


' 3 


2.2334 


1.4115 


4 


•2.66 55 


1.6338 


6 


-0,9301 


-0*0239 


7 


-1.0200, 


-0.0241 


8 


0.3663 


5,07£8 


REG. 


CONST. = 


15.0222 



HCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION « I 
P-RHDICTORS =3-5 8-'^8 



R » 0.5586 ■ 

' V . BETA 
*S 2.0232 

4 2.53 20 

5 -0.7127 
3 0.4436 

REG. Const. = 



RSO ^ C.3I21 

B 

1.27.8'6 ^ 
, 1.552«J 
-0.0214 

6.2li7 . ^ 
15.4'876 



179 ITERATIONS. 



4 

MODEL 3 H3 CRITERICN » 1 ' - ' 

« 

PREDICTORS = 3-4 8- -8 

R » 0.5422 ■ RSO = a.2939 57 ITERATIONS. 

V BETA, B 

3 0.7580 ^0.4J90 " 

4' 1.1628 0.7127 

8 0.4025 5.5731 

REG.-CeNST.-' 22.8823 

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERICN » 1 
PREDICTDRS * 2- 2 8- ^ 

R » 0.5318 ^ rtSq » 0.2828 2 ITERATIONS. 



V BETA 6 

2 ,0.5286 0.6229 ^ 

8 0.0539 0.7464 

REG. CONST. ^ * 24^7312 



X 



1 1 o 

X 




ERIC 



B-13 



80.71 

MOOa 5 M5 CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS a- 2- 2 ■ 

^ » 0.5290 RSC » 0.2799 

V . BETA / B 
2 , 0.^290 <0.6235 
REG. CONST. =r 25.0^68 



Attachment B-2 
(?a8e 3 of 3) 



/ 



1 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 'model 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL a • 0.3122 HODEL 1" 

RSQ REDUCED, = 0.3121 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENJCE = O.COOl 

OFN » 1. QFC s .99. F-«ATIO 



0,017 P = 0.3903 



0930 



FfTEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL « d%3lZl MODEL, 2 

RSQ REDUCED = 0.12939 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE = 0.0181 

D^N » 1. DFD/« 100- P-RATIO 



2.635 P = 0.1037 



0940 



F^TEST, 3^ MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
R^t^^ULL =>■ 0.2939 MODEL 3* 

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2828 MODEL ' 4 

DIFFERENCE » ^.0112 

DFN « K DFD * 101. Fi^RATIO 



1.597 



0.2065 



0950 



F-TEST 4 MODEL "4 MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL - 0.2828 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED ~ 0.2799 . MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE = 0.C029 

OFN » 1. DFD - 102. P-RATIO 



0.M3 



P = 0.5299 



096 



\ 



\ 



ERIC 



f 



^TPUT FRCH PROCRAH REGRAN ♦♦* 



ALLISON VS BECKER — 80EHH 1980-1981 
PARAMETERS 

COL 1- 5 = 8 " . 

CCL 6-10 =40 , ♦ 

CCL 11-15 = 5 

coy 16-2 0 = 

COL 21-25 = 1 

;6aTA FORMAT = (OUMf'y) 



RAW SCORES > 30 



INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



w 
I 

to 
O 



MEANS 

i 



S ICHAS 



R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 

5' 

7 
8 



45.8250 



3.0405 



••ERIC 



114 



1.0000 
0.3716 
-0.206? 
0.2751 
0.3772 
-0.1741 
0..3112 



•0.2333 



34.7500 

2 

3.1918 

2 / 

0. 3716 

1. 000^^ 
0.0949 
0.0893 

i 

0.9991 
0.1695 
0,1972 
0.0198 



14.8000 
3 

17. 3352 
3 

-0.2 065 
0.0949 
I.OOO(J^' 

-0. 9830 
0.092 7 
0.9928 

-019529 
0.9931 



4 

19.9500 



4 

17.3262 



4 

' 0.2751 
0.0893 
-0.9830 
1.0000 
'0.0913 
-0*9621 
0.9897 
-0'.9899 



0850 



as 
o 



if *- 



870 



6 7 
519.5500 698.200^} 



8 « 
0.4250 



6 7 8 

621.7881 625.5556 0.494»3 



6 

-0. 1741 
0.1695 

-0.9928 

-0-96'21 
0.1676 
UOOOO 

-0.9326 
0.9719 



0. 3112 
0.1972 

-0.9529 
0.9897 
0. 1994 

-0.9 326 
- l.OOOO 

-0.9596 



-0.2333 



0.0198^ > 

6> r» 

0.9931^ o 

rr 

-0.9899 o S ^ 



0-0177 
0.9719 
-0.9596 
1.0000 



115 



80.71 

HOOEL ThI .(ffi iter ion 



1 



PREDICTORS 
R « 0.4476 



3-^6-8 
RSQ « 0.2004 



V 
3 
4 
6 
7 
•8 



8ETA 
0.0 

0.0 \ 
0.9040 
1.1341 
-0.0209 



REG. CONST. 



B 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0044 
0.0055 
-0,1288 
39.7344 



Attachnent B-J 
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12 ITERATIONS. 



HOOEL 2 H2 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS 3-5 8-8 



R = 0.4485 

V ,b'eta 

3 -0.2436 

4 0.0 

5 0*3998 
8 0.0 

REG. CONST, a 



RSQ ^ 0,2011, 
8 

-0.0427 , 
0.0 

0.0053 . 
0.0 
39.9934 



2 ITERATIONS, 



HCOEL 3 H3 -CRITERION « 1 
:f^ReDICTORS*» 3-4 8- 8 ' 
R « 0,44;39 RSQ * 0.1971 



V BETA 
3 1.9000 
^4 2*1^29. 
8 0.0 
«IEG- CONST. 



8 

0.3332 
0.3760 
0.0 
33.3909 



2 iteratT6?»s. 



MCpEL 4 H4 CRITERION 



PREDICTORS * 2-^ 2 8- 8 



R « 0.4427 

V' BETA 

' 2 0.3764 

8 -0.2407 

REG- CONST. « 



RSQ ' 0. 1960 
B 

0.3585 
•1.4806 
33.^954 



2 ITERATIONS, 



1 p 



B-21 



80.71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION 



a » 0,3716 

V BETA 
2 0.3716 
REG.'CONST, - 



RSO » 0.l38i 
6 

0.35^0 

33:5239 



ACtachnenc B-3 
(Page 3 of 3) 



i ITERATIONS', 



F-TEST 1 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REDUCED 
'DIFFERENCE a 
OFN = 1, 



MODEL 1 VS 

0.200^ 
« 0,2011 
-O,0OO7 

DFD a 3^. 



MODEL 2 
MODEL 'l 
MODEL 2 

/ 



0930 



F-RATIO » 



0,0 P 



1.0000 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL- » 0.2011 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.1971 MODEL 3 

OFFFEOCNCE » 0.00^0 

bFW .* 1. DFD = 35, F-RATiO 



0.177 P = 0.65^0 



09^0*^ 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL ^ 
RSQ FULL = 0.1971 MODEL 3* 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.1960' . MODEL ^ 
OIFFEREflCE * O.OOll 

J-DFN « 1. DFD - 36. F-RATTD 



0.0^7 P = tf.8232 



0950 



F-TESr -4 MODEL 4 VS MQDEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0,1960 MODEL 4 

RSO REDUCED » 0.1381 .MODEL 5 
OIFFEf^ENC£*x O.0579 

DFN a 1. DFD « 37. F-RATIO 



2.666 P = 0.1073 



0960 



1 



1^ 



B-22 



*** OUTPUT fROH PROGRAM REGRAN *♦♦ 



ALLISON VS BECKER — ^GE^IM l980-l98l — ALL STUDENTS 

PARAMETERS 

COL l-'5 - 8 

COL 6-10 = 145 > 

CCL 11-15 = 5 ' 

COL 16-20 ^ 4 

TOL 21-25 = 1 



00 
o 



DATA FORMAT = (OUMMYJ 



0870 



JhTERCORRELATlON ANALYSIS, 



erIq 



MEANS 

• 


I 

40,0966 


2 

24.5310 


3 

10.6483 


4 

1 3.8828 


5 

668.9724 


6 

268.4276 


SIGMA S 


I 

• ?,0166 


2 

J3.1976 


3 

13.2303 

» 


4 

■ 13^ 7045 


5 

4 0 8. 74 6 0 


6 

422.7588 


R MATRIX 


I 


2 


3 


-4 


, 5 

0. 6393 


6 




1,0000 


0.6718 


,0. 1433 


0.2635 


0.2167 


2 


0.6-718 


1.0000 


0.2509 


0.3559 


0.9813 


0.3926 




0.1433 


.0.2509 


1.0000 


-0.0153 


0.2427 


0. 9592 


4 


0.2635 


- ^.3559 


-0.8153. 


1.0000 


0^35 26 


-0.6911 


Jr^ 5 

6 ^ 


• 0.6393 
0.2167 


0,9813 
■ 0.3926 


0.2427 
0. 9592 


0.3526 
-0.691 1 


1.0000 
0.3991 


0. 3991 
1 .0000 


7 


0.2721 


0.5157 


-0,6718 


0.9570 


0.^26'> 


-0. 5695 


8 


0.0078 


-0.00 25 

• 


0.9162 


-0,8879 


-0.0110 


0, 7784 


113 




* 











3 80.5448 



7 

0.3 721 
0.5V57 

-0.^718 
0.9570 
0.5265 

-0.5695 
1.0000 

-0.7316 



8 

0.4345 



' 8 
0.4957 



0.0078 



-0.0025^ > 
0.9132^ ? 
-O.'8879'o 3 

r% ft 

-O.OllOi^ f 



0.7784 
-0.7316 
I. 0000 

f 

1 



80.71 

i* . ' 

MCojSk 1 HI CRITERION = 1 

PREOICTDRS » 3-4 6-8 

RSQ ~ 0.47 32 

B 

0,8931 

-0.0085 
-0.0095 
4.6276 
19.2759 



R « 


0,6879 


V 


BETA 


3 


1.6840 


4 


2,159.1 


6 


f0.51l2 


7 


-0.6145 


8 


0.3269 


RGG. 


CONST. = 



AcCachQenc B-4 
, (?ag« 2 of 3) 



352 ITERATIONS. 



N MCO^L 2 M2 CRITERION =* 1 
PREDICTORS = 3-5 8-8 
R = 0.6875 



V 

3 

5 
8 



BETA 
1.5777 
2.0217 
-0.4519 
0.3493 



REG. CONST, = 



RSQ = 0.472^ 

B 

0.8367 
1.0351 
*-C,0078 
4.9439 
19,8579 



12« ITERATIONS, 



HCO^L 3 H3 CRITEHION - 1 
PREDICTORS = 3-4 8-8 



0.6809 



V 
3 

8 



BETA 
0.8854 
1.2'68.8 
0.3134 



REG, CONST. 




.4637 



B 

1.46^6 
0.6496 
4.5068 
24.1 196 



44 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL '4 M4 CRITERION « 
PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8-8 



R » 0,6718 

V .8ETA 

2 , 0-6718 

8 0,0094 

REG, CCNST, » 



RSQ » 0.4513 

9 

, 0.5750 
0.1334 
25,9335 



2 ITERATIONS. 

120 



ERiC 



B-24 



/ 



80.71 

lUJOSL 5 "5 CRITERICN = 1 

PREOrCTORS ~ 2* Z 

R » 0.67^ft j^sQ = 0.4512 



V BETA 
' 2 0«'67l8 
REG. CQNST. « 



e 

a.5750 
25.9920 



I JTERATIONS^ 



Attachnent B-4 

(Page 3 Jof ;) 



F-TEST 1 MODEL I VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL- = 0.4732 MODEL 1 

RECUCED = 0:4726 * MODEL 2 
• DIFFERENCE • 0.00C6 
DFN = 1. OFO = l;39, F-RAtiO = 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 ' 
RSQ FULL 0.4726 MODEL 2 

RS-^ REDUCED « 0,'4637. MODEL 3 

DIFFEREr^CE ^ 0,009^ 

DFN » I. OFD = 140. F-RATIO = 



0.162 



0.6903 



2.375 P = 0.1215 



D930 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ, FULL = ^0.4637 MODE! 3 

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4513 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE ^ 0.0123 

DFN = U DFD = 141. F-RATIO 



3.240 P - 0.0703 



0950 



F-TESr# 4)f MODEL 4, VS MODEL 5 

'^^^Jmk^ • 0.^513 , MODEL 
RSOT REDDCee-*- 0.4512 MODEL 
DIFFERENCE « O.OCOl 



4 

5 



DFN 



DFD 



142. 



F-RATIO 



0.023 P = 0.8743 



1 



0960 



. < 




»"* 0[fli*'H FROM PROGRAM RFGRAN / 
TITLE r f^CGULAi- VS SCHCOLWIDE PRfUfCts OOEHM 



1990-1981 — oAW SCORES 30 



PARAMETERS- 

'COL I- 5 =» 8 

COL A-IC = 600 '* 

COL 11-15 = • 5 

COL 16-20 = 4 ' 

CCL 21-25 = «l 

DATA rO.R«U = (OOMMY) 



INTEPCOfeRFLATICM ANALYSIS. 



f1 



1 



0540 



00 

o 



MEANS 



7 



SIGMAS 



■ERIC, 



R MATRIX 
l" 
2 
3 
4 

6 

K 7 

8 



I 

36.0450 
I 

6.54 32 

I 

I .0000 
0.5210 
0,1946 
.0,1387 
0,510-5 
0,21^.9 
0,2582 
1316 



21 ,7600 



2 

5,6741 



2 

0,5210 
1 ,0000 
0.0407 
'0.545 5 

■ 0,98J8 
0,1233 
0.7067 

-0.0911 



3 

3.61 17 



3 

8.2122 



3>» 
0. 1946 
0.040^ 
I. 0000 

-0.8153 
0.0340 
0.9779 

-0.6534 
0.S549 



18.1483 



4 

9.7901 



4 

0. 1387 
0.5455 

-0. 8153 
I. 0000 
0. 5417 

■0. 7489 
0.9577 

•0.8538 



505.6933 



80.^850 425.2083' 



230i567I 199.2306 



7 



5 

0.5105 

o.'^ssa 

0.0340 
0.5417 
I. 0000 
0.1191 
• 0^ 72 ?7 
-0.0914 



6 

0.2199 
0.1233 
0.<i779 

-0.7489 
0.1191 
1 .0000 

-0.6002 
0.8771 



286.2065 
/ 

7 

0.25^ 
0.7067 

-0.65 34 
0.95 77 
0- 7227 

-0.6002 
I. 0000 



-0.68t2 



8 

0. 1750 



' 8 

0.3800 



8 

0.1316 

-0.0911'^^ 
^ rt 

0.9549 |.g 



-0.8530 o § 

M\ ft 

-b.0914 o» 

0.-8771 
-0.684? 

I. 0000 



S0.7L 



1 
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MODEL I «l • CPITsRICN = I 



PREOICTOPS » 3-4 6-8 






R * 0.5548 RSO = 0.3078 


245 


'iTERAT IONS. 


V 85T4 B 

3 1.6363 1.3436 

4 0.6318" 0.4223 
6 -0.=^724 -0.0188 
7- 0.2162 p. 0049 
8, -0.2692 -4.9806 

REG. CONST. * 23.3114 






H0D5L 2 .M2 CRITERION = I 






PREDICTORS = 3-5 3-8 






R - 0.5511 RSQ' = 0.3037 


134 


I TERATICNS. 


V BETA 8 

3 0.781J 0.6222 

4 '0.«743 ■ 0.6515 

5 -0.0240 -0.0007 
8 0.2196 3.7651 

REG, CONST. - 21.6599 

r 


> 


4 


MODGL 3 "3 CRITE'^ION = 1 


• 




PREDICTORS a 3-4 8-8 






R » 0..55II RS'J = 3.3037 


38 


ITERATICNS. 


3 0.8146 0.64*^0 

4 0.S194 0.6 138 
8 0.1343 2.3219 

REG. CCKST. = 22. 155^ 






MODEL 4 Mi» CPITSRICN = I 






PREDICTORS * 2-2 8-8 






R a 0.5512 tJSQ = 0.3038 


2 


ITERATiCNS. 


V RST^ B 
2 * 0.53 75 3.619''8 
8 0.L805. 3.1086 
PEG. CONST. X 22.0144 







B-27 



1 
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Accachnenc B-5 
(Page : of 3) 



PREOKTCRS = 2-2 



PSQ = 0.2715 



ft = 0.521^ 



V PETA 
2 0.52 10 0760"d8 
REG« CCNST. = 22.9710 



I IT=P^TIC^JS. 



F--;rEST I ^00= L I VS MOOGL 
RSQ FULL = . 3,yj78 
RSQ REDUCED =00,3037 
OIFFEPENCE « O.OO^l 
OFN = I, OFD a 594, 



aiOOEL I 
-1C0EL 2 



"V F- 



pATn = 



3,506 



» = J,C592 



F-TSSV 2 ■IGDEI 2 VS MODEL 3 
FSQ FiULl = 3,3037 MODEL 2 

PSO R = CUCEO = 0.3037 '^CDEL 3 ■ 

OIFFcPENCE = 0,0000 

DFN = 1. - IPO - 595. F-iviTIO 



0.0A2 



!> = 0.8326 



F-TcST 3 

fiSO FULL a Q,3037 
RSO REDUCED = 0,3038 
DIFFERENCE = -O.OOOl 
OFN = 1, OFO » 



MOO.EL 3 VS MODEL A 
, MODEL 
^OOEL 



596, 



3 

F-RATIO 



0,0 



3 = l,CCCO 



F-T55T A MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSg FULL = 0.3038 MODEL A > 

RSQ REDUCED - D,2715 MODEL 5 

OIFFE-'ENCE = 0.0323 

OFN ' I. , OFD = 597. F-RATIC;;^27,-712 



P = c.cccc 



1 '^T 



- FRir 



*** r'UT»>JT FROM PROaRAM PEGPAN **t 

TITLE I RFGiJLAO VS SCHCOLWlOc PRCJFCTs"- 

PARAMETCfiS 

COL I- 5 = 8 

COL fc-lO i 313 

COL = 5 

COL l6-?0 = It 

COL ?l-25 = I 

DATA FORMAT = (OJMMYI 

iNTERnjRRFLAnON ANALYSIS. 
MEAMS 



Of 

^ SIGMAS 



R MATRIX 
I 

3 

4 

5 

t 

6 
7 



- 1980-1981 k\vi sccf.e^ > 



30 



05<«0 



7 



1 or> 

X »». 



I 

<i^. 3259 


2 

36.5911 


3 

'♦.'♦'♦Og 


32. 1 502 


«5 

I J56. 61 66 


6 

1 55 .6230 


7 

1200.9936 


8 

0. 1273 


1 

?. 7650 


2 

'♦.2085 


3 

11. f 577 


u 
*t 

I?. 936 8 


c 

319. 1276 


6 

414.7205 


7 

55U0^79 
* 


.8 

0.33 39 


1 




3 




' 5 


• 6 


7 


8 


J .0000 


0.<i<i33 


0. 1622 


-O.OOl^ 


0.<i426 


0. 1 709 


0. 1277 


0. 1524 


0, Otitis 


1 .0000 


-0. UOl 


0.4516 


0. 99 80 ' 


-0. I 107 


0.661 3 


-0.1o7t> 


0.1622 


-0.l<i01 


1 .0000 


-0.92t67 


' •0.1407 


0.9 94 9 


-0.9303 


0.9952 


-i).00l9 


0.<i5l6 


-0. 9<i67 


1.0000 


0.45 14 


-0.9326 


0.9633 


-0.9513 


0.<i<i26 


0.9980 * 


-0. I<i07 


0.45r*f 


1.0000 


-0.1127 


C.66 39 


-0.1666 


).l 709 


^ -0. 1107 


0.99 '♦9 


-0.9326 


-0. 11 27 


I .0000 


rO. dl 78 


0.9803 


0.1277 


0.661 3 


*'6. 8303 


0. 9633 


0.6639 


-0.8178 


I .0000 


-0.8343 


0,15?4 


-0. i6 7!> 


0.995? 


-0.9513 


-0. 16^6 


0.^80 3 


-0. 8343 


1 .oqao 



CD n 



o p 



« 



80.71 Attachment B-6 * 

MCOSC I, CRITER ICN = I 

PREDICTORS = 3- 6- 8 , 
R « '0.i*9P5 SSO - 0.2^^85 67 ITERATICNS. 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0.0 


0.0 


^ 


o.c 


0. 0 


6 


0.6267 


0.0057 


7 


0.P311 


0.0057 


3 


0.2313^ 


2.608 7 



JIEG. CC\ST. = 36. 2377 



HOOEL ^2^2 C21T=R ION 



pf^OICTC^S = 3-5 8-8 



'k a 0,4<;P5 

• V '^ETA 
3 0.0 
* " 0.0 

8 0.2326 
REG. CONST. = 



»S0 = 0.2^^85 

0.0 
0.0 

0,0057 
2.022C 
36.2865 



\ 

MCOEL 3 ^3 C-RITER ION * I 
■\ 

* PREDICTORS = 3- 3-8 

^ R « 0.^<;90 RSQ '= C. 2-^90 

V OETA ft 

3 1.^^086 .'O.'^S'^S 

^ ^ 1.^^773 0.4-301 

8 0. 1534 1.7302 

• RHG. CCNST. a ■ . 28.2570 



2, 'I T^PATICNS. 



78 I7ER4TICNS. 



MCOEL ^ ^4 CPITERICN = I 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 3- 8 
ft . 6.4904 ^RSQ = 0.2494 
V ■» "ETA ^ 



i 0.4324 
REG. CONST. = 



0. 4316 
2.6247 



2 ITERATICNS. 



B-30 



I 



80.71 



MODEL 5 -5 CRnS"""* ' ' / '■ 

PREDlCTCfS = ' I 

„.0...» »5.= 0.1=66 

DFN * 1* 

F-TEST 2 ^'J='2^^«5 ^OOcL 2' 

RSQ FULL ; ? ^00^1" ^ 

ftSQ REDUCED = ^^IrVi 

DFN = 1- ' 

DIFFERENCE - ^. F-?ATIw 

. =1. OFO - 3 

F-TEST -^^-Lci,-- ^OOeU ^ 

RSQ FULL = ^OOEL 5 



7 



ERJC 



CO 

I 

w 



*** OpIPJT FRQ'A l>fOGf AM REGRA'i »«♦ 

* \ - . . 

TITLE I FfiutAR VS SCHCOLWIOF PROJECTS — BOFHM 1980-1981 ALL STUDENTS 

PARAMETCfS • / 

COL- 1-5=8, 

CCL 6-lC = 913 

COL ll-I^ = 5 

COl 16~?0 = ■, 4 

COL 21-25 = f I 

DATA fOf-vM = (flU-IMYJ 
INTFPCnrRriAT ION ANALYSIS. 
MEANS 



SIGMAS 



0540 



00 

o 



lERlC, 



1 


I 

3a. 8839 


2 

26.84V5 

• 


3 

3. 3959 


4 

22.9485 


5 

797. >*l 18 


6\ 

I 06 .2442 


7 

691.1676 

• 


8 

0. 1588 






1 

6.9602 ' 

• 


2 

8.7626 


3 ' 
9. 542b 


t 

12, 8270 


5 

482.6808 


6 

293.8039 


7 

541. 7796 


8 

0.3655 




(IX 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 

1 




I 


I. 0000 


0.7016. 


0. 1635 


0. 3576 


0. 6775 


0.2054 


^^^49?? 


0.0757 




2 


0^7016 


1 .0000 


0. 0198 


0,668t 


0. .808 

• 


0.1074 


0.81 56 


-0.1147^ 


> 

rt 


3 


0.1635 


0.0198 


' 1 .0000 


-0. 7 30 » 


0.0047 


\J.9682 


-0. 5208 


0.93 96<| 


rr 


* 

t 


0.3576 


0.6684 


-0.7304 


1,0000 


0.66-65 


"0 .6 470 


' 0.9447 


-0*. 7 7 74o 

Hi 


n 


5 


0.6 775 


0.9808 


• 0,0047-. 


0.6665 


I. 0000 


0.0909 


0.8416 


-O.Il56ii 




6 


J. 2054 


0. 1074 


0.9682 


-0.6470 


0. 0*^09 


I .0000 


-0.46 13 


0.8322 

) 

y 

-0, 


7 


0.4922 


0. 8156 


. -0.5208 


0.944 7 


0.8416 


-0.4613 


1.0000 




"130. 


0.0757 


-0,1147 


0.0396 


-0. 7774 


-O'. 1156 


0.S322 


-0.5543 


UOOOO 





80.71 



HOOet I Ml CRITEP ION = I 



«^£OICTORS 



3-4 6-3 



ft « 


0.7212 


ftSQ = 0,5202 


• 

V 


9S-TA 




• 3 


1.46 36 ■ 


1.0675 




I .2757 


0.6922. 


6 


-0.4?24 


-O.OlOO 


7 


-0. 1721 


-0,0022 


3 


-0.05 21 


-0.9923 


REG • 


CONST. = ' 


21.58S4 
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117 .ITeoATICNS. 



/ 



MOOEL 2 ^2 CRITSRIO^ s I 
PREOICTOPS = 3- 5 8- 8 

R « 0.7208 RSO = 0.5196 56 ITEP^TICNS. 







3 


3 


i.oai3 


0. 7886 


4 


l.43j32 


0.7804 


5 


-0,2fe^5 


-0.0039 


3 


0, 1452 


2. 7654 


.REG. 


CONST . = 


20.<;^18 



MODEL 3 <3 CRITSR ION = I 
P«*eOICTCRS = 3-4 8-8 
R * 0.718° RSI - 0,5169 



V GET'A 

3 0.3127 

4 1,0475 
8 0,L234 

REG, CONST, a 



8 

0,5927 
3,5684 
2. 3503 
23, 1575 



32 IT.5PATI0NS, 



HCOEL 4 •^4 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS « 2-2 8-8 
R • 0.71=0 P$Q « 0.5169 



-V M FIETA 

2 0.7197 

3 0.1583 
^Eft^ CONST, . 



FRir 



B* 
0.5717 
3.0139 
23.0537 



2 ITERATIONS. 

• J 



B-33 



80.71 - Attachment B-7 

(Page 3 of 3) 




I JTEPATIGNS. 



1 



/ 



\ 2 0.731-) 
R£G« CONST. = 



B 

3.^573 



F-TEST I ^QOEL I VS «00EU'2 
RSQ FULL 0.5202 M<^OcL 1 

RSQ REDUCEO = C.5196 .^^OOEL 2 
OI>FFEPENCE - 0.0^06 

OFN = I. 'DFO = 907. F-FATIO = 



1.081 



F-TEST 2 MrjOEL 2 VS MOO€L 3 
RSQ FULL = - 0.5196 MCOEL 2 

RSO REDUCED = 0,5169 MOOct 3 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0027 

OFN =1. OFO = -908. F-RAT/C 



5.1S3 



P = 0.0217 



F-TEST 3 .^OOEL 3 .VS MODEL A 
RSQ FULL = 0.516= MCOEL 3 

RSO PECJCEO = J.-5169 MODEL A 

OIFFERcNCE = -O.OOOl 

OFN = U OFO * 909. F-RATIG^' 



F-TEST .A 

RSQ FULL = 
RSQ REOOCET 
OIFFERENCE ' 
OFN = I. 




Q/.O 



ICOEL A VS MODEL 5 

0.5169 MODEL/ 4 

= 0.4922 5 

0,024'7 

OFD = l^O-/ F-RATIC = 46.567 



P = l.OCOO 



P = 0.0000 





B-34 



♦ ♦♦l'mJTflUT'*F^OH PROGRArtStGRAN 

ANAL;rStS 4 -f RAINBOW KIT -* KIJJOERGARTEN 

PARAMETERS 
V COL\lf 5 «, 
\COL 6P-10 
\C0L 11-15 
COL I6h2d> 
COL 21-25 



OATA FORMAT 



8 
77 

5 \ 
4 

1 ' 



» (OUhlHYl 

/ 



INTERCPRRELATION ANALYSIS, 



MEANS 



LA 



/ 

R /lATRDt 

1 , 
2 



4 
5 
6 
7 

8 



34.9610 



5.2778 




.ERIC, 



I34i 



22.6753 



2 

4.9187 



2 

0. 5943 

1. booo 

* 

0.5154 
-0.0372' 
^.9672 
0.6535 
0.0224 
0.1075 



*3 

18.4675 



3 

10.1733 



3 

0.3883 - 

0.^154 

1.0000 

-0.8755 
0.5255 
0.9651 

-0.8345 
0.89,25^ 



00 

o 



0850 



X 

4 

4.20-7 8 

/ 


5 

^ JO. JO JO 


f 

•r i»3 "r^ 3 


7 

til OO 

9 J . ol 04C 


4 

8. 7243 


5 

196.1068 


/ 

6 

283.2389 


7 

204.0746 


4 


5 


•6 


7 , 


0. 1177 


0.6228 


0.4993 


-0.09 45 


0.0372 


0*96 72 


0.6535 


0.0224 


0.8755 


0.5255 


0.9651 


-0.8^45 


1.0000 


-0.06 75 


-0.7570 


0./^8 58 


0.0675 


1.0000 


^.6935 


-010015 


0.7570 


0.6935 


L.OOOO 


yo.72 15 


0:9858 


-0.0015 


-0.7215 


/ 1.0000 


0.9 806 


0.1424 


0.7720 


/ -0.9346 



8 

0.8052 



8 

0.3961 



8 

0.1331 

0.1075 ^ 

►tj ft 

0.8929(» ^ 
-0.9806 

Hi ft 

0.1424 WW 

00 

0.77*20 
-0.9346 
1. 0000- V 



13b 



" ^0.71 



MODEL 1 HI 

PREDICTORS « 

R « 0.6631 

V * BETA 

3. -0*1877 

4 -6.5505 

6 1.1147 

7 ^ 3.8220 
a -3.4109 

REG* CONST. - 



CRITERION « I 
3-4 6-8 

RSQ * 0;_439 7 
B 

-0.a974 
-3.9628 
0.0208 ' 
0.0988 
-45.4537 
71.5251 



'946 ITERATIONS. 



Attachnent B-8 
'(P«g« 2 of 3> 



r 



MODEL 2 H2 ^ ITER ION - 1 
predictors"* 3-5 8-8 



^ * 0.6488 



V 
3 
4 
5 

e 



- BETi 
-0.1186 
-1.0^02 
0.7437 
-0..9096 



REG. CONST. 



RSQo 0.4209 
B 

' -0.0615 

-0.6414 
0.0200 
-12.1213 

37.7803 



29 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL , 3 M3 
PREDICTORS « 
R • 0.6164 



CRITERION « I 
'3- 4. 8- 8 
RSQ - 0.3799 



72 ITERATIONS. 



V BETA B 

3 1.3321 0.69II 

4 ;.0.-2519 0.1524 
8 - -0.8094 -10.7858 



REG«- CONST. 



30.2419 



I' 



'MODEL 4 M4/ CRITERIpN ' 
PREDICTORS 4 2-2 8- 8 
R •-''0.5984 - RSQ « 0.'3581 



V BETA 

2 0,5668 

8 0*0700 4 

REG. CONST. «' 



. * B 
0.6297 
0.9322 

19.9^215 



,2 ITERATIONS. 

I3G 



B-36 
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ACCachmenC 8-G 
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MODEL 5 MS CRITERION • 1 

PREOICTQttS » 2-2 

R » 0.S943 USQ > 0,3532 



V BETA 
2 ' 0.5943 
REGt CONST. « 



8 

0.6377 
20.5002 



iTERliTICNS. 



F-TEST I f^OOEL i VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.439^ MODEL 1 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.4209 MODEL 2 
OIFFERENCE > 0.0188 

DFN « I. DFD - 71. P-RATIO 



2.382 



0910 



0.1233 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.4209 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCEi) > 0.3799 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE > 0.0410 

DFN «■ 1. DFD » 72. F-RATIO 



5.094 



09 20 



0.0254 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL «• 0.3799 . MODEL 3 
RSQ REDUCED « 0*35eh ■ MODEL 4 
DIFFERENCE « . 0.0216 

OFN* » 1* DFO « 73. F-RATIO 



0930 



2.572 P « 0.1091 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0.3581 MODEL 4 ' 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.3532. HOOgL 5 
PIFFEREKCE^" 0.004«' 

DFN « 1. OFO 74. R-RATIO 



09^6 ' 



0.55^ P « 0.4642 
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T 
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ERIC 
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1 



I 

Slghc ctici ch4C Muuri cht jkUIs ni«ii«d In bcgirjilng reading «ad oLChfaacics. 
Th«i ctfci cia bt group«d iac& cht folloving iklUs artAs audiwry, vnu*i, 
Ua^agt* tnd 4u4nclciclv«t Tht bicctr/ ^o«po»ict caociltn « toc4i o£ 97 ic«;i. 



CO all firsc-^tdt 9cud«ac3. 
S«pct3b«r a - 12, 1980. «^kt-^p zttzi w«r« adainUcsrsd foUovln? 



11 



*'^>c graining did e^t ^dalnirt^accra 'lav^ 



Aay ctiCHtr iMtrvic* crtlixltjig chic occurred w i:h« reaPonslbillcy of the 
counftlof or ?rlacip4l <4t3 cestui* 



Lnjcr^atac idaUHt<T«d uftd<r icindardia^ corditiona^ 



S:aQdirdl«td iftfcructlons tf%r« dtj:rlbuc«d. Individual /irl4Clana ia adainHtncion 
?roctdur«i 3*7 \av occurrtd. 

if.^tcc cftt validicy oi ent d>c>' 



<aovn i>robli 



Tht 1933 v«riiOQ vii d«v«lop*d by Dr. Q«rcnidt d. Hlldrech; cht 1976 v«rii<jn vt* 

*^>c rtlUblllcv 4nd /illdlcy daci art >vtiUbl<. i>t\ ifscr Jtne '^ 

^llibtllCT and vtlldicy dACt ar« avilUblt ia ch« T«tca«r'9 ManuAl, Pare II gn 

Z4-2S. Th«^«Ilablllcy of cht ?ora ? «ubc<fci, ai *usaArl2«d bv \ud«r-Rlc^*rdJon 
Formula 20 C9«ffici«nc« and jplic-haif corr«lacioa»^ ran^t from ,72 to .^5. ^ 

\r< eht rt_aQra daca ivallibU for laetr?r^cin^ c^< -<<ulC3 ^ 

Th« f candardl«ing itsplt of 13. 002 fine gradtri w^t chot^n r«?r«3«at: a /*rl«t/ of 
gtotrtPhic rtgioai, comuaicy «ix«t/ and jocio-«coaoaic i«vtlj, iro^ 17 jchool 4l3- 
criccj. Tht rwreUng jcudy, ciwltctd m fail, 1^74, vt» f^rl/ r«Pr«f <QCaciv« . 
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS 




Purpose 



Results of Che Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) werfe used to' 
answer the followi^gldeclsion and evaluation questions froa the 
Title I Evaluation Design for 1980-81. 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Title I Reading Improvement^ 
. Program be r&odlfled? If so, how? 

Evaluation Question Dl-IQ ; Did 1980 At-Home Summer 
Program participants show larger achievement gains 
, from April, IM^, to April, 1981, or from October, 

1980, to Apr«L7l981, than the matched comparison 
groups?* 

Decision Question D2 ; Should Title I schoolwlde projects 
be continued, expanded, or revised? If so, hoy? 

^ Evaluation Question D2-2 : Were the achievement 
gains made by low-achieving students (^Oth 
percentile or below) in the schoolwlde projects 
equal to the gains made by low-achieving students 
In regular Title I schools? 

Evaluation Question D2-3 : Were the achievement 
gains made by high-achieving students (above 40th 
percentile) in the schoolwlde projects equal to 
the gains aiade by high-achieving students in 
^ ^ regular Title I schools? 

Decision Question DA : Should the Title I Early Childhood 
Education Program l^contlnued, modified, or discontinued? 
If so, how? 

Evaluation Question D4-3 ; Did former pre-k participants 
score higher than, other students in their schools when 
entering kindergarten any first -grade? 

The Information gathered was used In partial fulfillment of Informatiaii 
Needs 12, 13, and lA for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment , - 

12: How similar are the results when the schools are ranked 
for Title I eligibility in each way possible under the 
Title I regulations? 

13: How many students in each school scored below selected 
. percentile points on the Boehm, HRT, and XTBS? 

14; How many students would be eligible, for Title I services 
for various conbinatlons of criteria for campus and student 
^ eligibility? 



C-3 



I4i} 



80.71 



Procedure 

The Metropolitan Readiness Teat was administered by all AISD fijjst-grade 
teachers to their classes on^ September 9-12. Make-up tests were given 
the following week. Teachers scored the MRT and forwarded the results 
to ORE. The Final Technical Report, Systemwide Evaluation , publication 
number 8d.39, contains the details of the scoring and processing of the 
MRT. 



f 

suits P 

All evaluation findings for Evaluation Questions D2-2, and D2-3 

are* reported in other appendices of this report. Information Needs 12, 
I;3, and 14 are reported in the Needs Assessment , publication number 
80.87. , , _ ' 

Evaluation Question D4-3 : Did former pre-k participants score higher 
than other students in their schools when entering kindergarten and 
first grade? ^ * 

The answer to the first part of this question was presented in Appendix B 
the Boehm appendix. To provide information about the second part of 
this question, the MRT scores of 68 students who had been in the pre-k 
program in 1978-79 were identified* These scores were compared to those 
of 168 first graders ^o attended kindergarten in the same schools in 
which the former early childhood students att^nde<j pre*k» These stu- 
dents wetfe used because they should provide a group similar in socio- 
f^onomic status to the former pre-k students. The pre-reading composite 
*^r^^scores ojfe* these two gtoups were compared using Program ANOVAR of 
,thev»'Si^TAIr package. The results presented in Figure C-1 show the twp 
grbupsidid not di^er on iheir MRT scores when entering first grade. 

" th^ 'l9^0-8I a?^uaCT.on of the Title I P.rogram' compared the entering 
ki^der^arcen^ is^ores' of these same two groups. The former pre-k students 
w^e fV^d to enter kindergarten with substantially higher test scores. 

Fi^Ve C-2 compares the scores of the two groups at kindergarten .and ^ 
fij'st gradei A great deal of caution must be used in interpreting the 
HgX'aph in Figure C-2 because of the difference in the tests used to get 
.th^ scores* The Boehm norms are much older than those of the IIRT, and 
thd two tests do not necessarily measure the ^ame dimensions. The, 
vii^^e of the figure -is Chat it graphically represents , the closing of 
thfi:^ gap between the two group means during the kindergarten year. The 
graph suggests that the closing of the gap J.s made partly at the ex- 
penle o'f the former pre*-k students; i.e.» the* kindergarten teachers 
do^ot respond to the initial advantage of the pre*k students In ways 
tha|^ maintain their relatively higher achie^^ement le^^el throughout the 
yea^k Whether this suggestion is correct is a question, wo j-thy of in- 
vestlUgatlon in subsequent evaluations » 

I : . - 111 ; 
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Group 




Mean 


-df 


F 


P 


Portner Pre-k 


68 


41.69 














1, 205 


0.399 


0.5353 


Coisparlson Group 


139 


40.45 • 









Figure C-1. COMPARISON OF SEPTEMBER, 1981, HRT PRE-READING COMPOSITE 
SCORES OF FORMER TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS AND A COMPARISON 
GROUP. 
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Figure C-2. CHANG^m PERCENTILE RANKS OF FORMER TITLE I PRE-K 
STUDENTSvAND A COMPARISON GROUP OF NONPARTICIPANTS 
FROM SEPTEMBER, 1979 TO SEPTEMBER, 1980. 



^^•^^ ACCachmenC C-1 

♦** OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR *** 

FOLLOW-UP OF FIRST TITLE I PRE-K GROUP 1979 — MRT 9/8p 

PARAMETERS 

COL I- 5 - 1 

CCL 6-10 » 2 

COL 11-15 - 1 

CCL 16-20 =« 0 

CCL 21-25 » 0 

OAT*A FORMAT » (DUMMY) "* 

GROUP 1 6B SUBJECTS, TITLE I PRE-X STUDENTS FROff 1978-79 

I 

GROUP 2 139 SUBJECTS. CONTROL GROUP — FIRST GRADE 80-,81 



ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO P 

TCTAL 176.6876 206, 

GROUPS 70.7921 1. ^ 0.399 0.5353 

ERROR (G) 177.2042 205. * 

G MEAN 1 2 

41.6912 40.4460 



CC»IPARISON OF SEPTEMBER, 1980 MRT SCORES FOR TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS 
FROM 1978-75 WITH THOSE OF A COMPARISON GROUf. 
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?robi«a«, aad "Itftx C^oPuCAUQa LIBS i«v«ij 9-i>« j«r« adaioiitcr^d grad«9 ^iCh 

Mnc scores (vieh c«4C^«r r«vi«4) l«v«lj include subteits U ar«4S 

»«naon4d :or 4«viii 7 ta^ ^, for ,ord Antiyju lii ad<*iUQO. I«v«l3 9-U .GC*ud( 

"Uccriali. > 



Ui «i«*«itar/ an^ ^(mior \i^h *cud«3C», grades ♦-'3 #duciciott Kud^at* ^kzt 

•«x«epc«c at 7«r 3o4r<i ^oiicy ^iZ" and Ut supportilQg idainiitirac .v« r««tiiaclQr\ Scu- 
duti 01 ^aic«d En^iliH proflcictf^/ 112) ^«r« not •x«&^c, 9uc «Qui<i <xcu9«a itier 
:&« ^A9C jn vhic^^c«i«v cQoId aoc fuactloo /alidl/ 5<or«i tor ^cadtnts Jho j«r9 
sonollQsual 5r doeU.ciAat in 4 .anjuAi5t 3t»^«r lo^iiah ^«r« loe icciuded la t\t 

ichooi or Dij^rlcc ^rimAriei 

« 

r 

Th« eit^ncar? »ctkooiJ adxuaisc«r«d z*st ^zti *9, and 30. .961 T\t ^at«i 
lot ;>^i^r ^igti adaiaiJtrstloQ j«r« rebru^rr 17. .3. 4nd T^sts ^«re id^in- 

iic«r«d nocn^ng iAkt-up* j«te adsiaijcercd :he j««k a£^«r :-;« "t^uiar ;«9t^3^ 

f 

In «4cn aXSD •i«D«titar7 i^d Junior H^h tcnooii 
^iiitr&oa. 



■*'ho •data lie tr^d natr'jaatit * 

3*ij<r&<n c*4c«n«i:s :h« «i«s«ncarj »cnooxs tn ^'^e junior ^^^h^choois^ :h« ^ounstior 
?r princi^ii adaiciiJt«r«d :ht ;«its'^v«r ^-^« pubiic addr«i9 sysc«3 Jii9g ^aycd ^ir«c* 
;^oat provided by JR£ T•ac^'l«r» a«t«d as c«kc scnicors ;r«iK: ciasirootu -it :its4 
jchooij 



!^uiidin9 '^•^c Coordlnitorj Pirtlcxpatcd m Pfenning i«silons prior :o ;«iC.n9 
T«ich«j crtintng vai r«tpoaJi^iriit/ th« Bui^diOf Tectf Coordinator -low«/«r. 
ttichtr xni«r/tc« trttinia^ ^ai ^Aliabit : coa vR£ jPoo. rt^ucst. ~'fi4«^«rs and «oun9«ior9 
'•ctivtd ^rlttia iafcructioni froa ^K£. inrc.udiri^ a ,h«clA^iJC ?r9ceduK:«9 and a script 
CO foiiov lA :«jt adslAlJtraci&q 

4a» I'^t iattrynt adalalaf r«d t^nd<r stindarjlatd ccndl:ttnj ^ 

i«i ^ standardized xnjtructloni j«r« distributed ?«r9onn«i soni^octd .n a r«ndOQ 

s«i«ctloT\ ^i«*irO0«s wlt.^i r49uit9 indAcacin; cK«t c«9tiQ9 .ondit^ans ^«r« "•atona^iv 
conslJt«Qt Acrosi ifL% 31«trlc: / 

*t;«ct tfiildlc? 3.t d<ta ' 

icnovn ProbiM wlcA th« lo«trua«nt ?robie:fJ i& ch« 4dalni9t ration at:* doc49«attd 
la :h« MCilcors' r«PorCJ ^hich ar« av4liabi« at ')R£ 

Th« ^jaiv«rilt7 of *ova 7h« LIBS if pubiiati«d ^v«i:iid« 'ibx.Jpkin^ Co774n/ 

frfougheon HiffLla C^pany) 

Vhat filafaliity and ^liidlfV iJtJ •rt <'/ai:jbt« ?n,;*^t instroatflC * 

rh« rtiiabliitv of th« tybt«it9i a9 iu«&irl2«d by <ud«r-^ichArdJon, "or-^iia oeff^- 
^i«nt. :tn^«9 tro^i ^0 to '96 acrotJ »ubt«i59 andfe«v«ii :ont«ni i^-^d 

construct /aiidity ar« tddrtistd In oub«lih«r's ?r«iiain«rv technical tu^trv. 

PP 

4rt ;^trt nora ditj •vlX<bi'» for tnf rgrtt^ni y^t ■i9ul;j ^ 

\on i«t4 4r« •v«iiabl« m th« r«ac4«r'» iytd« Th« [•ichfc'j :^jld« ?ro/l4«« •2Pxr*-4i 
norai '^rid* •^ulv«l«nt, p«r««citti«. »tanin«J for -h« faii and iprlti^ Intif^oitttd , 
■voni* ar« ivatiabit ,l2jr -aldvtar "^ati-onai, iac^t -Uyr and sciooi ^uiidin? -orsj ir« 
^-fiU'M* " \ 
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IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILtS 



Purpose 



RasuIcs of, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills were used to answer ^the 
following decision and jevaluation questions from the TJ^l-e t Evaluation 
Dtsign for 1980-81, 

\ Decision Question Dl : Should the Title I Reading Improvement 
^ Program be modified? If so, how? 

Evaluation D:^-1 ; Werd the objectives of the Title I 
reading component met? 

Evaluation Question Dl-*6 ; How did the achievement of 
Title I students compare with that of a comparable 
group of formerly Title I students in schools without 
Titir I? 



Evaluation ^Question Dl-7 : How many Title I students 
scored high endugh to exit from the Title I program 
during 1979-1980? 

r 

Evaluation Question Dl-8 : Was there a relationship 
between characteristics (cooperation in setting up 
the program, etc) of the principals of Title I 
schools; as perceived by Title I reading coordinators, 
and the effectiveness of their Title I programs in 
terms of achievement gains? ^ ^ 

Evaluation Question Dl-10 ; 01^1980 At-Home Stimmer 
Program participants shoy^^Iarger achievement' gains 
frotf April, 1980, to Ayfil, 1981, or October, 1980, 
to April, 1981, th^p'^e matched comparison groups? 




Decision Question 
continued, exp 



Should Title I schoolwide projey 
, or revised? If so, how? 



be 



^vaJCaation Question D2-1 : Were the obJep«ves of the 
fToolwide projects met;? 

EvaJkiatlon Quastlon D2-2 ; Were>(1ie achievement gains/ 

by low-achieving studenp^ (40th percentile or / 
below) in the schoolwide,^>^ects equal to the gain/ 
made by low-achieving sifudents in regular Title I 
schools? 

Evaluation Qu^rfTion D2*3 ; Were the achievement gains 
made by higt^achievitlg students (above 40th percentj 
in the *rffioolwide projects equal to the gains matteby 
highpfthleving students in regular Title L^«€Tiools? 
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feglslon Q uestion D3 ; Should the Rainbow Kit project be 
fonclnuedy modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluatio n Question 03-1 : Did. Che achievement gains 
of Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of non- 
participants in the control group? . ^ 

The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information 
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment and Information 
Needs 120, 121, and 122 'for the TEA Annual Evaluation Report, 

12: How similar are the results when the schools are ranked 
for Title I eligibility in each way possible under the 
Title I regulations? 

13: How many students in each school scored below selecj^ed 
percentile points on the Boebm, MRT, and ITBS? 

14 ; How many students would be eligible for Title I services 
for various combinations of criteria for campus and 
student eligibility? 

^ 

120 ; Using a Model C evaluation model, what NCE gain was 
made by Title I students at grades 2-B? 

121: What were the correlations between the pretest and 
posttest at grades 2-6 for Title I and comp^arison 
students? the standard deviations? 

122 : How many Title I students^coted at or^6lov,c"he 
chance level on the pretest and posttest? 



/ 



/ 
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Procedures 

^ Proceiiures for the administration of the ITJJS for 1980-81 can be found in 
the final Technical Report , Systemwide Tedtitig, Publication Number 80.39. 

ause so many analyses were , done using the ITBS, procedures are reported 
briefly along with the results related to i^ach evaluation question or in- 
fOyrmation need, ^ 

Results 

The ITBS results are presented .below by evaluatjfcn quest^ion and information 

/need • * * 1 

Evaluation Question Dl-1: Were the objectives pf the Title I reading com- 
ponent met? * \ ' 

m Figures D-1 through D-6 compare the projected performance of the Title stu- 
dents with their actual gains. The evaluation of stratified objectives is 
somewhat aablguous; however, it appears that achievement was higher than 
expected at all grades except at grade one where the achievement was essen- 
tially the same as projected. 

Evaluation Question Dl-6; How did the achievement of Title I students com- 
pare with that of a comparable group of formerly Title I students in schools 
without Title I? 

The faat that many students from traditional Title I attendance^ areas were 
assigned to non-Title I schools by the district's d'esegregation plan pro- ^ 
vided a unique opportunity for Title I Evaluation to assess the impact of . 
the Title I Program by comparing, the gains of Title' I students fi^om tradi- 
tional Title I attendance areas with those of the former Title I students who 
wer||not served by a compensatory program. The two groups of students were 
compared at grades 1-6 using the linear models described^ in Attachment D-1. 
Title I students were group 1 ia the models. The results are presented in 
Figures D-7 through D-12 and in Attachment D-2» They show that the.Titlt I 
students scored significantly higher than tl\e former Title I students at 
grades 4 and 5. The former Title I students gained more at grade 1, and 
there was no difference at grades 2 and 3. 

Evaluation Question Dl-?; How many Title I students scored high enough to 
exit from the Titl4 I Program during 1979-80? 

Figure D-13 shows that^from five^to thirty-three percent of the Title I stu- 
dents scored high enough to exiClnApril, 1980, depending on the grade. 

Evaluation Question Dl-S-". Was there a relationship between characteristics 
(cooperation In setting up the program, etc^) of the principals of Title I 
schools, as perceived by Title I reading coordinators, aii^ th# effectiveness 
of thel^ Title I programs In terms of achieveoient gains? 
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A single rating of the overall support provided by Title I principals was 
obtained from Title I reading coordinators (see Attachnent D-3), Attach- 
ment D-A ^describes the linear models used to analyze the data, and Figures 
D-14 through D-20 and Attachment. D-S report the results. The only finding 
£>f interest was at ^ade 3. where the analyses revealed an interaction be- 
tween ratings and achievement at grade 3^ For a given pretest score, stu- 
dents generally scored higher on the posttfest if their principals received 
a low ratin«^f rom the coordinators. The opposite was true, however, for the 
lowest scoring students. 

Evaluation Question Dl-10; Did 1980 At -Home Summer Program participants 
show larger achievement gains^rom ApriUi980, toAprU^ 1581, than the matched 
comparison grcmps? 

Figures D-21 through D-26 and Attachment D-6 report the findings for this 
question. The 4ata were analyzed using the models in Attachnent D-1, where 
group 1 was At-Home participants. 

f 

Evaluatio n Question D2-1: Were the objectives of the schoolwide projects 
met? ^ 

Yes, they were generally exceeded. Figures D-27 through D-35 display the re 
suits for^he schoolwide projects. 

Evaluati on Question D2-2; Were the achievement gains made by low-achieving 
students f40th percentile or below^ in the schoolwide projects equal to the 
gains made by low^achlewing students in regular Title I schools? 



Analyses Kere\p)ae to answer this question using the linear models in Attach 
ment D-7. The groups indicated in the models were as described below/ 

Grou5_^: low-achieving studeftts at Allison* 
Group 2 : Ipw-achieving students at Becker. 

Group 3 : students served' by Title I who live in a traditional 

Title I attendance area* 
Sroup 4; low-scoring former Title I students f^om traditional 
yitie I attendance areas and served by SCE. 
low-scoring former Titl^I students from traditional/ 
Title I attendance are^ who were not served by SCE. 



Group 5 : 



The pretest and i^sttest scores were April, 1980 a;id Aprils 1981 ITBS Aver- 
age Reading grade'^'^equivalent scores respectively except at first grade where 
MRT Pre-Reading Composite raw score was the pretest. 

The regressioti analysis results are reported in Figures D-36 through 9-41 
and, Attachment P-8. Each set of analyses has atj^east one significant com- 
. parison. Figures -^0-42 through D-47 were prepared using the sliwplest accept- 
able t^od el in ea<ih analysis. They show the results when thegroup'/pretest 
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mean score vas substituted into the r'esultlng regression equation to get an 
expected port test^ score' and a gai!v# In caseA where the groups h^d sifnifl- 
c^ntly different regression slopes, a common pretest value, (the 4^tal group 
mean) was also used to get an expected postt6st score, ' CJ^- 



Evaluation C^iestixm D2-^3; Were the achievement gains made by high-achiev- 
ing students Cabove 40th percentile) in the schoolwlde projects ^qual to 
he^gains made by^ high-achieviiit students in regular Title -I schools ^ 



The models in Attachment D-1 were first used to see if the gains by high , 
achievers Allison and Becker dlffeted significantly. The results in 
Figures D*^8 through Dr 50 show that they did not. For these analyses, gjroup 
l|jwas defined as 'hlgli-achi^ing students at Allison (see Attachment D*9;. 

The two.grou^3 of schoolwlde project students were then combined into one 
group for comparison with high achievers at other schools. The models used 
in these analyses are described in Attachment D-10 and th6 results are 
rejf9rted in Figures D-51 through D-56 and Attachment D-11, Tables were a 
created (Figures D-v57 through D-60) for those grades at which significant 
differences occurred between models* They were prepared in the same way as 
the tables described under Evaluation Question D2-2, 

Evaluation Question D3-1; Did _the achi^evement gains of Raiabotf Kit parti- 
cipants exceed those of honparticipants in t^ie control group? 

The analyses conducted to answer th^s question were done using the models 
described in Attachment D-1. Group 1 was made up of Rainbow Kit recipients 
and Gf^up 2 was nonrecripients. Protest and post test scores were the same as 
those used in the other fnaiyses reported in this appendix* The results are 
reported in Figures D-61 through D-65*-and Attachment D-12, A figure is in- 
cluded for grade 1 because the analysis done at that grade did not seem to b^ 
valid, A hand calculati6n showed the correlation between pretest and post^est 
for the control group at grade 1 to be -,03, There were no significant dif* 
ferences between participants aqd controls at other grades, ^ 

Information Need 120 : Using a Model C evaluation model, what NCE gain was 
made by Title I students at grades 2-6? 

Information Need 121 : What we#e the correlations between the pretest and 
posCtest at grades 2-6 for Tittle I and comparison students? *,,the stan- 
dard deviations? 

The Model C analyses for the TEA report were done in tw parts* 

1* The model described in Attachment D-13 was used separately with 
Title I students and the coiaparison group at each grade. The 
comparison group was made up of non^Title 1^ students In Title I 
schools who scored above the Title I eligibility criterion. These 
, analyse^ provided all of the information necessary for the Model C 
-*<:d■|>aris^>ns; 
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^ 2« The'^^cond pare was Co use Che models in Accachmenc Co coca-* 
pare Che cwo groups* The main reason was Co check for unequi- 
yalenc slopes* Group 1 in Che analyses was made up of Tide X 
scudencs* 

, Figures 0^66 chrough D-75 (Jisplay the Model C resales and Che ocher inform- 
'ation required by TEA* Actachmenc D-14 provides Che printed oucpuc. The 

resales of che significance CesCs comparinjg che cwo groups can be found in 

Figures D-76 chrough D-80 and Accachmenc D-IS. 
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' Results 


Expected 


Will Score 


Nuaber 




PercenC 


Percent 


<in Grade Equivalents).,. 


- "•V 

114 




18.2 


18 


>1.9 


50 




8.0 


9 


* 

1.7 to 


107 




17.1 


18 




' 132 




21.1 


21 


1.1 to 1.3 


223 




35.6 


34 


<.1.'0 


Mean ■ 
Percent 


1.32 
Pre- 


• and Posctested - 80.8 


i 



Figure D-U MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT, 



Results 



Expected 



WilL Gain 



Number 


Percent 


Percent 


Cin Grade Equivalents). . 


36 


11.5 


4 


>_1,6 months per month 


79 


25.2 


17 


'1.0-1.5 months per month~ 


8A 


.26,8 


21 


0.6-0.9 months per month 


83 


26.4 


32 


0,1-0.5 months per month 


32 


10^^ 


"^^6 


will show no gain 



Pretest average " I«08 
Posttest average - 1.88 
Averaga gain - 0.80 
Percent Pre- and Posttested " 60*2 



Figure D-2, MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE E_QUIVALENT. 
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ResulCs 


Expected 


Wlllj Gain _ 

( A t\ (\^skAA 1 1 ^ ira 1 ATI ^ o ^ 


Number 




Percent 








15.1 


10 




105 




29.3 




1,0-1#5 months per month 


99 




27.7 




0,6-O«9 months per month 


77 




.21.5 


i 7 


« 

u«l-'U«j morficns per month 


23 




6.4 


10 . 


will ^how no gain ^ 


Pretesc average ■ 1.75 






Post'test 


average - 2.66 






Average gain 


0.91 






Percent Pre- 


and Posctesced - 68. I 




Flgure 
* 


MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 
AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. • 


Resu 


Its 


Expected 




Number 




Percent 


Percent 


will Gain. . . 






17.0 


12 


>_10 percentile points 






6.9 


3 


7-9 percentile points ' 


• 23 




6.6 


4 


4-6 percentile points 


46 




13.3 


8 


1-3 percentile points 


195 




56.2 


73 


<P percentile points 


Percent 


Pre- and Posctesced - 73.5 





figure MEASUREMENT OF T4ffi READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT I 

GRADE 4, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE* 



V 



D-10 



0 



Number 


Results 


Expected 
Percent • 


TT4 11 /^^-i mm. 

Will Gain • . . 


77 


24.1 


15 


>^10 percentile points 


24 


7.5 


7 


7-9 percentile points 


34 


10.6 


7 


4-6 percentl^'e points 


50 


15.6 


15 


1-3 percentile points 


135 


42.2 


56 


<p percentile points . 



Percent Pre- and Posttested ■ 73.9 



Figure D-5. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 5» READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. 



Number 


Results 

Percent 


Expected 
Percent 


Will Gain. . . 


61 


21.2 


15 


>_10 percentile points 


22 


7.6 


7 


7-9 percentile points 


37 


12.9 


7 


'4-6 percentile points 


34 


U.^ 

/ 


15 


1-3 percentile points 


134 


46.5 


56 


JkQ percentile points 



Percent Pre- and Posttested ■ 73.1 



Figure D-6. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. 
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Models RSQ 



Full Restricted 
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Restricted 




df 


F 




1 vs 
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• :i622 
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1, 
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0.000 


1.0000 


2 21 
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.1642 . 


1, 
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0.014 


0.9003 


3 ' vs 




.1642 


. 1636 


1, 


390 


0.311 


0.5844 




5 


* .1636 


.1390 


1, 


391 11.504 


0.0011 


Figure D-7, 
t 


MODELS CCOTARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N-293) FROM 
TRADITIONAL TITLE^ I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N-101) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL 
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 1, 
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Models 






RSQ 










Full * Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 




df 


F 




1 vs 


2 


' .0467 


.0457 


1, 


304 


0.327 


0.5749 


2 vs 


3 


■ .0457 


.0376 


1. 


305 


2.596 


0.1041 


3 vs 




..0376 


.0339 


1, 


306 


1. 149 


0.2844 


4 vs 


5 


.0339 


.0334 


1, 


307 


0. 184 


0.6725 


Figure D-8* 


MODELS 


COMmiNG 


TITLE I STUDENTS 


(N-224) 


FROM 





TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N-86) ALSO FROM TRADITIO^JAL 
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 2. 




D-12 



80.71 



Models RSQ 



Full 




Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 




df 


F 






I 


V9 


2 




, .2476 


1, 


300 


0.000 


1.0000 


* 


2 


vs 


3 




.2429 


1, 


301 


1.864 


0.1696 




3 


V3 




..2429 


.2416 


1, 


302 


0.551 


0.4653 




u 


V3 


5 


.2416 


.2407 


1, 


303 


a. 358 


0.5570 ■ 





Figure D-9. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N-241) FROM 

TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N-65) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL 
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 3. 
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Figure D-10. MODELS CC^ARING, TITLE I STUDENTS (N-264) FROM 

TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N-108) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL 
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 4. 
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Figure D-U. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N-239) FROM 

TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDAJiCE AREAS WITH FOR.MER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N'-12 7) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL 
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 5. ~ > 
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Figure D-12, MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N-188) FROM 

TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS (N-150) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL 
^ TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 6. 
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Figure D-13, NUMBER AND PERCENt OF 1979-80 TITLE I 

PARTICIPANTS WHO EXITED FROM THE PROGRAM 
IN APlfiL, 1980. 
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Figure PREDICTED POSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES 

FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND. 
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I 
PROGRAM, GRADE 3. 
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Figure D-15, .PREDICTED POSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES 
FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND 
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I 
PROGRAM, GRADE 5, 
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Figure D-16. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE li 
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N-0), LOW (N-68), AVERAGE (K-26), 
HIGH (N-172), AND VERY HIGH (N-46). GRADE 2. 
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Figure D-17, COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
AND^ LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE i: 
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N-O), LOW (N-9A), AVERAGE GN-37), 
, HIGH (N-190), AND VERY HIGH (N-36), G?ADE 3, 
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Figure D-18. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I: 
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N-99), LOW (N»52), AVERAGE (N-80) , 
HIGH (N-106), AND VERY HIGH (N-8). GRADE 4. 
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Figure D-19. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACWEVEMENT 
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I: 
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N-93), LOW (N-38), AVERAGE (N-80) , 
HIGH (N-101), AND VERY HIGH (N-6). GRADE 5. 
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Figure D-20.. CIpMPARISON Of'mODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
ANI) LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I: 
VERY LOW SUPPORT (If-82),,LOW (N-40), AVERAGE (N-67), 
HIGH (K-93), m> VERY HIGH (N-6). (fRADK^6. 
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Flgura D-2K ^MODELS CSflPARiNG AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N-24) 
CONTROLS (N-24), GRADE K 
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Figure D-22, MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS WITH 
CONTROLS (N-47), GRADE^2, • ' . 
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CONTROLS^N-22), GRADE 3. 



Figure D-2 3. .MODELSL^COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N-22) WITH 
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Figure D-24. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N-14) WITH 
, CONTROLS (N-14), GRADE 4. 



Models RSQ 



Full 




Restricted Full 


Restricted 




.df 


F 


P 


1 


vs 


.2 


.9167 


.9119 


1, 


3^* 


2.058 


0. 1566 


2 


vs 


. 3 


.9119 


.9119" 


■1, 


37 


0.000 


1 . 0000 


' 3 


V9 




.9119 


.8912 


1, 


3&' 


8.933 


0.0051 


4 


V8 


5 


^.8912 


.8906 


1, 


39 


0.219 


0.?^74 



Figure D-25. MODELS C(»1PARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N-21) WITH 
CONTROLS (N-21), GRADE 5. 
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Figure D-26. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N-16) WITH 
, CONTROLS (N-16), GRADE 6. ' 
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Figure D-27. 


MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D-28. 


MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D-29, MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 3, ^AVERAGE. READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D- 


-30. 


MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D- 


31. 


MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 2, AVEliAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D-32. 


MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 3, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. 
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Figure D- 


■33. MEASUREMEi^T OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 4 /READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. 
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Figur^ 0- 


34. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 5, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. 


1 

1 






m 




Results 




Expected- 




Kuober 


Percent 




Percent 


Will Gain;-. 


17 


27.4 






^10 percentile points 


3 


4.8 




3 


7-9 percentile points 


8 


12.9 




8 


4'^6 percentile points 


17 


27. A 




18 


1-3' percentile points 


17 


27.4 




5A 


<^0 percentile points 



Figure D-35. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. 
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Figure 0.36. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N-54), 
AND BECKER (N-39), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-293), 
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-30), AND FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N-101), GRADE 1. 
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Figure D-37. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N-53J 
AND BECKER (N-24), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-224), 
FORMER TITLE I STUHENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-36), A«D FORMER 
TITLE- I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE CN-86) , GRADE 2. 
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Figure D-38. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N-66> 

AND BECKER (N-46), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-241), FORMER 
TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-36), AjJD FORHER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N-65), GRADE 3. 
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Figure D-39, MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER ^N-29n 
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-26A)h FORMER TITLE I 
s STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-102), AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N-108), GRADE ^. 
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Figure D-40. MObELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N-24j, 
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-239; , FORMEIV TITLE I 
STUDfeNTS SERVED BY SCE (N-81), AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N-12 7), GRADE 5. 
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Figure D-4i, MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (S-i*b;, 
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N-188), FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-76); AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N-150), GRADE 6. 
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Group 
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Tide I 
PTI-S** 
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39 
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Pretest 
Mean 



31.8 
38.2 
33.8 
28.9 
36.6 



Predicted 
Posttest ' 



Predicted Posttest 
for Coanon Pretest* 



1.277 
1.760 
1.247 
1.134 
1.513 



* Overall pretest aean 34.1799 

** Foroer Title I Students Served by SCE 

*** Ponaer Title I Students Not Served by SCE 



1.331 
1.667 
1.256 
1.256 
1.458 



Figure D-42. 



ESPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE 
PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I 
ATTENDANCE AREAS, FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND 
FORMER TITLE I ^STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 1. MODEL 4 
USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. 



Group 
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Title I 
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FTI-N* 



53 
24 
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Pretest 
Mean 



1.12 
1.17 
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* See Figure D-42 for definition. 
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Posttest 



2.18 
1.82 
1.86 
1.58 
1.87 



1.06 
.65 
.78 
.60 
.86 



Figure D-A3. 



EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVIJK> SCHOOLlflDE PROJECT STUDENTS, 
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TIJLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
FORMER TITLE IvSTUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 2.. MODEL 4 USED TO OBTAIN 
POSTTEST SCORES. 
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** See Figure 


etesc 
D-42 


mean-1.7033. 
for definitions. 









Figure D-hi*. ECPECTEL GAIN. FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHCXjiwiDE PROJECT STUDENTS, 
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITIE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
FOraiER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCEi AND FORMER TITLE. I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 3. VlODtL 3 USED TO CJBTAIN 
POSTTEST SCORES. \ 

\ 
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oeaix-2.5332. 








** See Figure D-42 


for definitions. 
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Figure D-^5. EXPECTED GAINS FOR LOW- 


•ACHIEVING 


SCHOOLWIDE 


PROJECT STUDENTS, 



TITLE I STUDENTS FR(»1 TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
-FORMEIt TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE A. MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN 
POSTTEST SCORES. 
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* Overall tttetest fflean-3.1692. 
** See Figure^&-«-ft}r definitions. 



Figure D-A6. EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS, 
TITLE I STUDENTS FRO.M TRADniONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 5. MODa 2 WAS USED TO OBTAIN 
POSTTESt SCORES. 
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Overall pretest aean-3.9496. 

See Figure D-42 for definitions.'^ 



Figure D-47. 



ESPECTED GAIN EOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS, 
TITLE I STUDENTS FRffil TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, 
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SQE, AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 6. MODEL 2 WAS USED TO 
OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. 
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Figure 


D- 


■48. MODELS 


COMPARING 


HIGH ACHIEVERS 


AT 


ALLISON (N-23) AM) 



BECKER (N-41) SCHQOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 1. 
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Figure 0-49. MODELS 


C<»iPARING 


HIGH ACHIEVERS 


AT 


ALLISON (N-25) AND 




BECKER 


(N-48) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, 


GRADE 2. 
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Figure D-50. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N-18) AND 
BECKER (N-29) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 3. 
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Figure D-51. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
(N-64) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM 
TRADITIONAL T-ITLE I ATTENDANCE AREXS) (N-380) AND 
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING NON- 
. TITI.E I SCHOOLS (N-276), GRADE 1. 
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Figure [)-52. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
(N-73) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM 
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N-284) AND 
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING NON- 
TITLE I SCHOOLS (N-361), GRADE 2. 
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Figure D-53. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
(N-4 7) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM 
.TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N- 268)* AND 
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING 
NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (N-308), GRADE 3, 
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Figure D-54. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
(N-27) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS F^OM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM 
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N-176) AND 
'HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING J 
.NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (N-324), GRADE 4. I 
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Figure D-55. MODELS COMPARING piGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
(Nrl3) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FEOH 
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) ■<N-l47) AND' 
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING 







NON-TITLE 


I SCHOOLS 


(N-240), 


GRADE 
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Figure D-56. MODELS C(»1PARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
N-16) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM 
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N-157) AND 
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING 
NON-TITLE ]i SCHOOLS (N-238), GRADE 6, 
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Group* 




Pretest 
Mean 


Predicted 
^ Poattest 


Predicted Posttest 
for Conxaon Pretest** 
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FTI 


64 ' 
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55.55 

59.35 
58.63 


2.54 
2.40 
2.42 


2.34 

2.36 
2.43 



* SWP»high-achieving students at Allison and Becker schoolwide projects. 
TI "high achievers in Title I schools from traditional Title r areas. 
FTI-hlgh, achievers in non-Title I schools from traditional Title I areas. 
Overarl /pretest mean-58f 7333. 



Figure D-57. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING STWENTS AT 
SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS. HIGH ACHmZRS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS 
(FliOM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIE:7ERS 
FROM FORMER TITLED SCHOOLS NOT ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL, 
GRADE 1. MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. 
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Mean 


Predicted 
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Gain Wlfch ' 
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FTI 


361 


2.48 ' 


3.26 
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' .80 



* - For definitions see Figure D-57. 
Overall pretest mean»2.3A22; 



Figure D-58. ECPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT 
\ SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS 

(FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIEVERS 
FROM FORMER TITLE I SCHOOLS NOT ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL, 
GRADE 2.^ MODEL 3 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. 
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* ' For dcfinlclons se^ Figure D-57. 
** Overall pretest Taean*3.3754. 



Figure D-59. 



fXPtCTED POSTTEST PERFOIIMANCE FOR teW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT 
SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS 
(FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I AHENDANCE AREAS) , AND tlIGH ACHIEVERS 
.FROM FORMER TITLE I SCHOOLS NOW ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL, 
GRADE 3.' MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. 
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* For definitions see Figure D-^5 
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HtCjH ' 

Fl«ur« D-60. EXPECTED GAIN- FOR WW-ACHIEVING SCHOOUWTDE PROJECT STUDENTS, 
TITLE i ^TUDENISvFROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AkEAS, 
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, ,GRAD^ 5. MODEL 4 USED TO OBTArfl 
POffTTEST SCORES. 

r 



ERIC 



JD-35 



71 



Models RS^ 



Full 


L 


Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 




df 


F 


P 


1 


V3 


2 


.1123 


.0980 


1, 


70 


1.131 


0.2914 


2 


VS 


3 


.0980 


.0656 


1, 


V 


2.555 


0.1105 


3 


V3 


4 


.0656 


.0588 


1, 


72 


0.518 


0.4808 


4 


V3 


5 


.0588 


.0558 


1, 


73 


0.234 


0.6356 



Figure D-61. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N-35) WITH 
CONTROLS (N-41), GRADE 2. 
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Figure D-62. MODELS COOTARING RAINBOW KIT PAR'SflCIPANTS (N-45) WITH 
CONTROLS (N-40), GRADE 3. 
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Figur^' D-63^>' MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N-57) WITH 



CON'mOLS (M-44), GRADE 4. 
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Figure D-64. MODELS COMPARLNG RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N-53) WITH 
CONTROLS (N-37), GRADE 5. 
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Figure MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N-33) WITH 

CONTROLS (N-46), GRADE 6. 
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Point of 
Measurement 



Posttesc for Title I Students Predicted Froo. > > 
Title I Equation Cotaparlson Groiip, Equation NCE 

^ GE %ile NCE GE Xilei J^CZ ^ Gain 



Pretest Mean 
{K08) * 

Cutoff Score 
(1-50) 



1.38 17.2 30.1 



1.85 16.0 29.1 
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2.09 22.8 34.3 2.31 30.2 39.1 -4.3 

Comparison Group Equation; Posttest * ..6795 + 1.0875 (Pretest) 
Title I Group Equation: Posttest ■ 1.3454 + .495 (Pretest) 



Figure D-66. TITLE I MODEL C AKALY5IS RESULTS FOR GRADE 2-. (Title I 
N*312, Comparison N-633) 
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Figure D-67. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND 

CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 1. 
4 Number in parencheSes is Tijle I posctesc HCE s<i«^. 
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Comparison Croup Equation: Posttest • 1.1888 + .9005 (Pretest) 
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Figure D-68." TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR CRADE 3.^ (Title I 
N-357, Cooparison N-658) 
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Figure D-69. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STAiJDARD DEVIATION, AND 

CORRELATION, READ INC TOTAL CRADE EQUIVALENT, CRADE 3, 
, Number in parentheses Is Tide I posttest NCE score. 
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Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation ^^CE 
Measurement GE Zile NCE GE Zile NCE Gain 

Pretes^t Mean » 

(2.63) 3.47 15.8 28.9 3.24. 12.4 25.7 . 3.2 

Cutoff Score 

(3.50) 4.35 36.5 42.7 4.35 36.5 42.7 0.0 

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest - -.1203 + 1.278 (Pretest) 
Titl« I Group "Equation: Posttest - . 7833> 1.02 (Pretest) 



Figure D-70. TITLE I MODEL ^ ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 4. (Title I 
N-345, Comparison N-445). 







Pretest 


Posttest 


Correlation 


Group 


N 


Mean — S.D. 


Mean S.D. 


Pre-Post 


Title I 


34 5 


2.63 0.57 


^^3.46 ^ 0.85 
^28. 9) 


.69 ^ 


Comparison 


445 


4.68 0.72 


5.86 1.17 


.79 



Figure D-71. PRETEST Al^D POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND 

CORRELATION, j^EADH^G TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 4. 
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score. 
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Posttest for Tide I Studenta Predicted From.. 



Point of Title I Ettuatlon Comparison Group Equation NCE 

Measurement GE tile N CE GE Kile NCE Gain 

'■ ^> 

Pretest 

(3<33^ . 4.27 15.8 28.9 4.19 14.9 28.1 0.8 
Cutoff Score 

(4.50) 5.53 41.6 45.5 5.49 40.8 45.1 0.4 

Coaparlson Group Equation: Postcesc - .4935 + Kiiii (Pretest) 

Title I Group Equation: Posttest - .6941 + K074i (Pretest) - 

Figure D-72. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS ^RESULTS FOR GRADE 5, (Ti^le T 
N-318, Comparison Group N-442), 







Pretest 




Posttest 




Correlation 


Group 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Pre-Post 


Title"! 


318 


3.^3 


o.n 


4.27 


1.03 . 


:7r 


i 








C15.8) 






Comparison 


442 


6. 17 


1.04 


7.35 


1.34 


.87 



Figure D-73. PRETEST AIO) POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND 

- COi^RELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 5. 
Number in 'parentheses is T^tle I posttest NCE score. 
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Posttest for 


Title I 


Students 


Predicted From... 


Point of 


• Tide I Equation 


Coaparl 


son Group Equation MCE 


Measurement 


GE tile ' 


NCE 


GE 


Ule NCE 


Gain 


Pretest Mean 
(4.08) 


4.99 1^9 


28.1 


5.03 


15.3 28.4 


-0.3 


Cutoff Score 
(5.45) 


6.21 37.2 


43.1 


6.49 


42.1 45.8 


* -2.7 


Cooparlson Group Equation 


: Posttest -'.6911 + 1.0646 (Pretest) 


rule 


I Group EquaCion 


; Posttest - 1.3552 + .8917 (Pretest) 


Fljjure D-74. 


TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS 
N-288, Conpariaon Group 


RESULTS 
N-461) . 


FOR GRADE 6. 

• 


(Title I 




Pretest 




Posttest 


Correlation 


Croup N 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Pre-Post 


Tltl^ I 288 


4.08- - 


0.87 


4.99^ - 
ri4.9) _ 


- 1j05 


.74 


Comparison 461 


7.23 


1.23 


8.39 


1.49 


.88 



Figure D-75. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND 

CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 6, 
Nusiber in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score. 
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Models RSQ 



Full 


* 


Restricted 


FuU 


Restrlcced 




df 


F 




1 


78 


2 


.6957 


.6S52 


1. 


939 


1.793 


0. 177 


2 


V3 


3 


.6952 


.6953 


1. 


940 


0.000 


1.000 


3 


V3 


U 


.6953 


. 6860 


1, 


94L 


28.531 


0.000 




V3 


5 


.6860 


.6857 


1. 


942 


1.005 


0.318 



Figure D-76. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I <N-»312) AND COMPARISON GROUP 
(N-633), GRADE 2~M0DEL C. 



Models RS^ 



Full 




Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 




df 


F 


P 


1 


V3 


2 


. 7533 


.7518 


1, 


1009 


6.261 


0.012 


1 


V8 


3 


.7518 


. 7472 


1. 


1010 


18.621 


<0.00l- 


3 


V3 


4 


. 7472 


. 7468 


1, 


"lOU 


1.906 


0.164 


4 


VS 


5 


. 7468 


. 7457 


1. 


1012 


^.081 


0.041 



Figure D-77. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N-357) AND NON-TITLE I (N-658), 
GRADE 3— MODEL C. ' 



>Model3 RSQ^ 



Full 




Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 




df 


F 


P ' 


1 


V3 


2 


.817-7 


.8179 


1, 


784 


0.000 


1.000 




V3 


3 


.8179 


.8170 


1, 


785 


4.162 


0.039 


3 


73 


4 


.8170 


.8145 


1. 


786 


10.695 


0.^02 


4 


78 


5 


.8145 


.8144 


I. 


787 


0.320 


0.579 



Figure D-78. MODELS CO^^PARING TITLE I (N-345) AND NON-TITLE I (N-445), 
GRADE 4— MODEL C. 



80.71 



Models RSQ 



Full 




Restricted 


Full 


Restricted 






F 


P 


I 


V3 


. 2 


.8843 


.8836 


1, 


754 


4.625 


0.030 


2 


V3 


3 


.8836 


.8848 


1, 


?55 


0.000 


1.000 


3 


V3 




.8848 


.8848 


1,' 


756 


0.000 


1. 000 


4 ■ 


vs 


5 


,8848 


.884 7 


1, 


757 


0.312 


0.584 



Figure MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N-318) AND NON-TITLE I (N«i42), 

GRADE 5— MODEL C* 



Modela RS^ 



Full 




Rescrlcced 


Full 


Restricted 


df 


F 


P 


I 




2 


.8850 


.8833 


1, 743 


10.894 


0.001 


2 




3 


.8833 


.8872 


1, 744 


0.000 


1.000 


3 


vs 




.8872 


.8858 


1, 745 


9.098 


0.003 


4 


vs 


5 


.8858 


.8853 


1, 746 


3.369 


0.063 



Figure D-80i MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N-288) AND NON-TITLE I (N-4&1), 
GRADE 6~M0DEL C. 
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^Attachment D-ii 



MODELS USED FOR EVALUAHON QUESTIONS Dl-6, Dl-10,«D2-3, AND D3-1 
AND FOR INFORMATION NEED 120. 



Model 1: 
Mod«l 2: 
Model 3: 
Model ^: 
Model 5; 



Y • BqU + a^X + a^A + a^.X + a^X + a^X | 



Y - a^U + agX^^^ + i^^^^^ + a 



+ E 



Where, 

Y 
U 



posttest , 
unit vector 



rC3) 



,(5) 



r(6) 



-(8) 



pretest 



pretest If a nesib^r of Group 1; 0, other<flse 



pretest If a aember of Group 2; 0 otherwise 
(2) 

X squared 
X^''^ squared 



X squared 



1 If a menber of Gtoup 1; 0, othezvise 



Sris 



1 
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\ 
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Accachnenc D-2 
(Page 1 of 19) 



REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING 
TITLE I AND FORMER TITLE I 
STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6. 



ERIC 



The previous numbered page in 
the on^nal document was blank 
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13'J 



ANALYSIS 2 — TITLS I VS FORMER TITLE I — GRADE I 

PARAMETERS ^ 

CCL 1- 5 = -8 

COL 6-10 ■» 3<}4 

CCL 11-15 = 5 

CCL 16-20 =4 » 

COL 21-25 = I 

DATA FORMAT » (OUMHY) 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



ilEANS ^ 


1 

U 3155 


2 

34.4975 


3 

25.1117 


4 

9.3858 


S ICKA S 


1 

0.5538 


2 

8.0683 


16. 3149 


*? 

16.4410 


R MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1 


1^0000 


0.3728 


-0.0683 


0.2508 


2 


/ 0. 3728 


1.0000 


0.2316 


0.2609 


3-- — 


-0.0683 


0.2316 


1.0000 


-0.8787 


4 


0.2508 


0.2609 


-0.8787 


1.0000 


5 


0.3691 


0. 9891 


0.2187 


0.2683 


6 


0.0243- 


0.442 6 


0.9604 


-0.7358 


7 


0.2702 


0.3293 


-0.8291 


0.9844 


8 


-0.2124 


-0. 1540 


0.9037 


-0.9723 



.ERIC, 



ISJ 



086« 2 



5 

1255.1726 

5 

532. 8182 
5 

0.3691 
0.9891 
0.2187 
0.2683 

i.ooao 

0.4387 
0. 3421 
5-0-1575 



6 

896^7716 
6 

695.7255 
6 

0.0243 
0.4426 
0.9604 

-0.7358 
0.4387 
1.0000 

-0.6943 
0.7568 



7 

358.4010 
7 

665.3337 
7 

0.2 702 
0.3293 
-0.8291 
0.9844 
0.3421 
.-0.6943 
1.0000 
-0.9175 



0880 

8 

0.743? 

8 

0.4366 

8 

-0.2124 
-0. 1540 

0.9037 
•-0-972 3 
-0.1575 

0.7568 
-0.9175 
* 1.^0000 
1 n 1 



80.71 



MCOEL 1 HI CRITERION » ' 1 
PREDICTORS - 3-4 6-8 



R » 


0,4027 


RSQ = 0. 


V 


BETA 


6 


3 


0,1570 


0.00 53 




0.0 


0.0 


6 


^ 0-3312 


V 0.0003 


7 


o.s^as? 


0.000.4 


d 


-0.1610 


-0.2045 


REG. 


CONST. = 


0,9528 



77 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 
PREDICTORS = 3-5 8-8 
R = 0*.^053 ' RSQ = 0.1643 



V 
3 
4 
5 



BETA 
0.6538 
0*7926 
0-0079 



S 

0.0224 
0-0267 
0.0000 



8V -0.Q3S9' -0.0455 
REG. CONST- = 0.9269 



97 ITERATIONS, 



MCOEL 3 H3 CRITERION = 1 

i 

PREDICTORS -3-4 8^ 8 
R » 0,4053 RSQ- 0-1642 



V BETA 

3 0.6669 

4 0,8367 
8 0.0 

REG, pONST. «t 



8 

0.0226 
0,X}282 
0.0 

0,4825 



2 ITERATIONS. 



HOOEL 4'M4 CRITERI'ON = 1 
'PREDICTORS = 2-2 8-8 
R " 0,404A RSQ = 0,1636 



V BETA 

2 .0.3483 

8 -0.1588c 

REG. CONST. .« 



8 . 
C.023^ 
-0.2014 
0.6405 



2 ITERATIONS- . 



.er|c 



1 



n -) 



80.71 



MCDEL -5 M5 CRITERICN = I 

Pt^EDI-CTGRS a 2- 2 

R » 0.,2723 RSQ = 0.1393 



V BETA 
2 0.3728 
REG, CCNST. = 



e 

0.0256 
^.4328 



^ ITSRATICNS, 



\ 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 V| MQOEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.1622 MQOEL 
RSQ REDUCED » 0,1643 • MODEL 
DIFFERENCE « -Oh,0021 
DFN « 1. DFD = 388, 



1 
2 



F-RAT,IQ 



0.0 



? = 1 .0000 . 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL = ' 0.1643 ■ MODEL 2 

«RSQ REDUCED > 0.1642 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE =« 0.0000 

'OFN » 1. ' aFD = J89. S-RATIO 



0.014 



P = 0.9003 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MOD^L 4 
RSQJEULi: = 0.1642 MODEL 3 

RSQ'^REDUCED ^ 0.1636 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE = 0,0007 

DFN » 1. DFD » 390. ' F-«J^TIO 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FUtL = 0.1636 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.1390 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « 0.024* 

OFN « 1. DFO = 391. F-R'ATIO 

/ 



0.311 



? » 0.5844 



11.5C4 P = 0.0011 



\ 



1U3 



D-50 



0 



ANALr'SIS 2 TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE. 1— GRADE 2 



PARAMETERS 


I r 








COL 1- 5 = 






> 




CCL 6-10 = 


310 




/ 




CCL 11-15 = 


5 








CCL 16-20 = 






r 




COL 21-25 = 


• 






DATA FORMAT » 


(DUMMY) 


• 


• 




INTERCO/^RELATION ANALYSiS. 








MEANS 


1 


2 




< 

.. 4 


* 


, 1.8635 


1.0594 


0.7800( 


b.2794 


'SICMAS ' 


1 


2 






1 


0.6005 


0. 3632 


b.5620 


0.5019 


• 

R MATRIX 


1 


2 

• 


3 


1 


1 


1.0000 ^ 


0. 1827' 


\# • V \J U 1 




2 


0.1827 » 


1 kOOOO 

• 


0.4 797 


0^1865 


3 

• 


0.0867 


0*4797 


, f.OOOO 


•ift^ 7 

f f O 




0.0351 


0« 166;^ 


-0.7726 


1.0000 




* 






\ 


5 


0.2049 


0«* 95 76 




n *1 771 


6 


0.1244 


0* 5931 


0#-9643 ^ 


* 




> 








7.., 


0;0537 


0,2489 


-0.tl38 


0.9793 


8 


-0.0076 


0«0894 


0.8600 


-0.8983 



10 J 



0980 



c 



1000 



,5 
1.2541 



5 

0.6430 



5 

0. 2049 
0.9576 
0.4607 

« 

/J. 1771 
1.0000 
0. 61 00 
0.2585 
0.0625 



6 

0.9242 



0.7821 



6 

0.1244 
0.5831 
0.9643 

-0.6577 
0.6100 
1.0000 

•0.6077 
0.7322 



. 7 
0.3299 



• 0.6415 
7 

0.0537 
0.Z489 

-0.7138 
0.9 793 
0.2 585 

-0.6077 
1.0000 

-0.8 300 



8 

0.7226 



'8 
0.4477 



, 6 

-0.0076 
0.0894 
0.8600 

-0.8983 
0.0625 
0.7322 . 

-0.8300 
1.0000 



1 



* ..80.71. 



MCOEL^ 1 Ml 
PREDICTORS 
ft » 0-2161 



CRITERION » ' 1 
3- ^ 6- 8 • 
RSQ = 0.0467 



V 


BETA 


e ' 


3 


-0.0340 


-0,0264 


4 


-0-3494 


-0.4131' 


6, 


0.3079 


0.2364 


7 


0*4149 


0.3882 ' 


8 


-0.1T53 


-0.2351 \ 


REG- 


CONST^ 


■ 1.8320 



55 ITEftATICNS. 



MCOEL 2..H2 CRITERION = 
PREDICTORS = 3-5 8-8 



■ i 


R » 0 


,2137 


RSQ * 0.0457 


27 ITERATIONS- 




V 


BETA 


3 






3 


-0,0657 


-0.0702 






• 4 


-0.1881 


'-0.2251 ' 






5 


0-2778^ 


0.2594 




• 


8 


-0-1405 


-C.1884 








CrTNST. a 


1.7920 


w 

■ 




A. 


«. 




« 




MCOEL 


3 H3 CRITERION = • 1 





PREDICTORS » 

R .a 0-1938 , 

V , BETA 
' 3- . 0.3618 
4 0.1320 
3 * -0-2033 
REG- CONST. » 



3-4 8-3 

RSQ = 0.0376 
> 

a 

Q.3'867 
0-158O 
-0,2727 
1.7143 



23 ITERATIONS. 



ERIC 



✓MCOEL' 4 H4 CRITERION « 
Pfi£0ICTOR5 » 2- '2 8- 8 



R » 0,1342 

V B&TA 

2 0.1348 

• 3 -0.0241 

REG. CCNST- - 



RSQ -^0-0339" 

e 

0.30^6 
-0,0324 
1.5632 

D-52 



2 ITERATIONS. 



80.71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITEPICN = 1 

PPEDICTORS » 2- 2 ' 

R =*0.1827 RSQ = 0,0334 

V - SETA ' 6 

2 ^0,1827 0-3021 
REG. CONST. = 1.5436 



1 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
f^SQ FULL = 0,0467 MODEL 1 , 

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0457 MpOEL 2 ' 

DIFFERENCE = a.OOlO 

OFr* = !• DF0 » 304, F-RATIO 



0,327 J? = 0.5749 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MOD^L 3 
RSQ FULL = 0.C457 MOE^ai 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.0376 Moofl. 3 

DIFFERENCE = 0.0061 

DFN » 1. ' DFD =- 305. F-RATIO - 



F-TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS^^EL 4 
RSQ FULL = ■ q,0376 MODEL 
RSQ REDUCED » 0,0339 ' MODEL 
DIFFERENCE = 0,0036 
OJFN » 1, DFD = ^Ofi, 



F-TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MODEL « 
RSQ FULL » Q,0339 . MODEL 4 
,RSQ RgDUCED » 0.0334 ; MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE." 0,C006 \ 
DFN = 1. DFD-- 3(^7, FHIATIO 



2,596 P = 0,1D41 



3 
4 

F-RATIO = 1.149 



0. 134 



P = -0, 



P a 0, 



2344 
/ 

6725 



1 0"f 



D-S3 



tRlC 



analysis 2 — title i vs former title i — graoc 3 ' 
par/Cheters 

CCL I- 5 =f ' 8 
COL fr!-lO = '306 
COL 11-15 = ^5- 
COL 16-20 = * 4 

CCL 21*25 =1 ^ - 

DATA FORMAT = lOUMMYi '• » 

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



MEANS 


I 


2 


3 


4 




2*6101 


1.7261 


1.3562 • 


0,3699 


JsiCHAS 


1 


2 


3 






0.6653 


0.4368 


0.8042 


-0.7399 


R MATHiX 


1 

7 


2 


3 


• 

. 4 


\ 


'1.0000 


0.4906 

• 


0.1 848 


0.0887 


■ ■ s . 


0. 4906 


i.ooob 


0.4130 


0*1414 


3 


0. 1848' 


0'.4130 


1.0000 


^0.8432 


'4 


O.Off87 


0. 141V* 
f 


-0.8432 


' 1.0000 


5 


0-4954 


0.990§ 


• 

0.4109 


0.1?82 


6 


0.2996 


0.&177 


0.9540 ' 


-0.6724 


• 

7 • 


01 1226 


0.2221 


-0. 7 802 


0.9792 




■-O.J03B9 


-0.0183 


0,8758 


/ -0.9628 



i 



0 







* 


• 

1120 ' 




• 

6 


T' 




3. 1703 


2.4861 


0.6842 


0.7876 


5 


6 


7 


8 


1.4843 


1.848 8^ 


1.4789 


0.4090 


« 

5 


6 


7 


8 


0.4954 - 
0f9908 


0.2996'^ 
0.6177 


0.12i6 
0.2221 


-0.0389 
-0.0183 


0.4109 


0.9540 


-0.7802 

* 


0.8758 


0. 1382 


-0.6724 




-0.9628 


1 .0000 


0.'6 257 


6.2214 . 


-0.0178 


0.6257- 


l.OQOO 


^ -0.6 222 


. 0.6983 


0.2214 ■ 


-0.6222 


Uoooo 


-018909 

< 


0.0178 


, 0.6983 


-0.8909 


1^000 



80,71 



MCOEL 1 Ml ♦criterion » 1 
PREDICTORS » 3-4 6-8 

RSQ = .0.2474 

B , 

- 0.0 
0.0 ' 
0.2283 
0.1978 
-0.1418 
2.0188 



R a 


0.4974 


V 


. BETA 


3 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


' 6 


0-6345 


' 7 


0.4397 


a 


' -Q.08'72 


REG. 


CONSTt » 



20 ITERATJONS. 



MCDEL i M2 CRITERION » 1 
>REOICToVs »' 3-5 8-8 
R = 0.4976 RSQ = 0^2476 



V BETA 

3 0.0 

X -0.1436 

5 .0.5122 

8 -0.1694 
.REG. CCNST. s 

\ ■ 



0.0 
-0.1292^ 

0.2296 
-0.2755 

2.1470 



MCOEU 3 M3 CRITERION » 
PREDICTORS « 3- 4 8- 8 



0.49^9 



V 
3 
4 

8 



BETA 
0.9290 
0.7430 



-0.1373 
REG.^ONST. » 



RSQ » 0.2429 

3 

0.7685 
0.6681 
-0.2232 
1.4965' 



MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS * 2- a 



R « .0.4915 

V ' BETA 
2 0.4900 

8 -0.0300 

Rflfe. CONST. 



RSQ 



8- a 
> 0.2416 



' B • 
0.7464 
,-0.0487 ' 
1.3600 



D-55 



12 ITERATIONS. 



43 ITERATIONS. 



2 ITERATIONS. 



« 



80.71 



J- 



J 



MCDEU 5 W5 CRIT6RICN - 1 

PREDICTORS » 2- 2 

R = 0,4906 RSQ " 0.2407 



V BETA 
2 0.4906 
REG. CONST. ' 



. 9 
0.7473 

1.3202 



1 ITERATIONS, 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS WODEL 2 . 

RSQ FULL » 0-2474 MODEL 1 

RSQ ReilUCEO « 0,2476 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE = -0.0002*'* . 

DFN 1. • DFD » , 3C0. F-RATIO = 



0.0 



P a 4.0000 



F-TE-ST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 ... 
RSQ FULL » 0.2476 M0D6L ' 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.24^9 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0047 

'DFN' » 1. DFD » 301. F-RATIO = 1.364 

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FlfLt » 0.2429 MODEL 3 

RSQ RECUCED « 0.2416 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE = 0.0014 

DFN » 1. DFD = 302. F-RATIO = 0.551 



0.1696 



0.4653 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0.'2416 .MODEL 4 » 
RSQ REDUCED* « 0-?W.7 ' MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE - 0*,0009 

DFN » 1. . DFD = 303. F-RATIO 



0.353 



P a 0.5570 



ANALYSIS 2 — TITl'e' I VS FORMER TIRE I — GrSdE 4 ' 



PARAMETERS 

CCL I- 5 = 8 

COL 6-10 = 372 

CCL 11-15 = 5 

COL 16-20 = ^^ 

CCL 21-25 = I 

OATA .FORMAT = lOUMFY) 
IMERCORREtATlON ANALYSIS. 





1 

3.3355 


2 

2.5970 


3 , 
1.8745 


4 

0.7226 


s. 


1 

0.^510 


2 

0.5455 


3 

1.2866 

> • 
J 


1.1623 




I , # 


2 . 


3 


4 


t 


i.oq'oo 


0.6123^ 


0.3267 


-0.0462 ' 


1" 


0.6723 


1.0000 


0.4288 


-0.0054 


3 


0.3267 


'0.4288 . 


1.0000 


-0.9^ 


4 


-0.0462 

t 


-0.6054 


-0.9057 , 


1.0000 


5 




0. 9909 


0.4332 


-0.0144 


6 


( 0.^359 


. 0.5996 


0.9658 


-0^7876 




0.0356 


0. 1000 


-0\8406 


0.9774 * 


8 


' X).l3ll 


0. 126^ 


0.9318 


-0.9719 



^ 0 a2 



1220 



o 





t 


» 


{ 


- 


/ 

\ 


4 


1240 

f 


5 

7,0422 


6 

5. r69i 


* • 


t 

8 

0. f 09 7 


5" 

^ # f 7 on 


6 

4.0797 


^ « ^ ^ « 

464 


8 

0.4539 


5 


6 

* • 


7 


8 


0.6,774 


0.4359 


'0.0356 


T).1311 


0.9909 


p. 5996 
0.9658 


0.1000 


0.1268 


0.^4^32 


-0.8406 

> 


\ 0.9318 


-0*,0144 


*0.7876 


0.9774 . 


j '-0.9719 


1.0000 


- 0.6103 


0.0943 


0.1350 


.0.6103 

t 

,0.0943 


UX)000 . 


-0.73fl 


0.8104 


-0.7311 


1.0000* 


-0.9021 


0.1350 


0,8104 


-6.9021 


1.0000 . 




"« 


* 


\y \^ 



.71 



HCOTEl. I Ml CRITERION l 
PREDICTORS- » 3-4 6-8 



0*6791 



RSQ » 0,4612 



/ V 


BETA 


O.'OSBl 


3 


0,0501- 




0,0 


0.0 




♦0.9331 


Q.1946 


7 


0,8135 


0.2U6 


a 


t 0,0682 


0.1278 


REG. 


CONST. - 


, 1,7747 



37 ITERATIONS, 



\jMCOEl. 
PREDICTORS 



2 ^H2 CRITERICN 



V 

3 

.4 



1 

REG, 



0.6786 

BETA 
0,0 
0.0 

0..67;9 
0.0403 
CCNSt- » 



3- 5 

- RSQ 



8- 8 
> 0.4^4 



e 

Q.O 
0.0 

0.2045 
0.0756 
1.8416 



2 ITERATIONS. 



HCDEL 3. H3 CR#ERIQN = X 
PREDICTORS » 3-4 8-8 
R » 0,67?8 RSQ » 0,4540 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


1.5751 


1,0418 


4 


1,4154 


1.0363 


8 


0.0360 


0.0674 


REG. 


CONST. » 


.0.5861 



20 ITERATIONS- 



MCDEL 4 H4 CRITERION « I 
PREDICTORS » . 2- 2 8-8 
R = 0.6738 R^Q « 0.4541 



V BETA 

. 2 0,6664 

8 <}.0466 

»REG, CONST, « 



B 

1.0395 
0 J)873 
' 0,5739 



D-58 



2'Jl 



2 ITERATIONS^ 



\ 

80.71 



HCOEt 5 MS 

PREDICTORS ' 

R" ■ 0,67 23 

V BETA 
2 0.6723 
>REG- CONST. = 



CRITERION = 1 

i 

2- 2 
RSQ » 0.4519 

6 

1.0487 
0.6119 



1 ITERATIONS. 



F-TESr 1 ' ;HODEJ. 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL 3 0.4612 MODEL 1 

RSQ RECUCED « 0.4604 HODEt- 2 " 

DIFFERENCE « 0^0p07 

DFN » 1. ' 5FD a 366. F-RATIO 



O.SOl 



0.4367 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL a 0.4604 MODEL ,2 

RSQ RECUCEO = 0'.4540 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE « 0.XI064 

DFN « 1. DFD a 367, . F-ftATIO 



4.372 f> = 0.0349 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS J10DEL .4 

0.45^0 iJL Model 3 

REDUCEp « 0,454y|E||i|0DEL 4 
DIFFERENCE » -O.OQOfT^iPf 
DFN » 1. DFD-= 3TS8; F-RATIO 



RSQ FULL 



0,0 



P = I. 0000 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0.4541 MODEL 
R^Q REDliCED > 0.4519 MODEL 
DIFFWENCE » 0.0021 



4 
5 



DFN 



DFD 



3^9, 



F'i^ATIO 



1.442 



0.2285 



ERIC 



,7 



ANALYSIS 2 — TITLE,! VS FORMER TI ILE I — GRADE 5 

PARAMETERS 1 
COL 1- 5 = 8 
COL 6-10 = '366 
CCL 11-15 = 5 • 

COL l;6-20 =4 1 • 

J C0m71-25 =1 • ' 

DATA fORMAT » (OUMHV) 



INTERCORRELATION ANA(.YS1S. 



MEANS 



? SIGHAS 
o 



R HAlRt)^ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



lERlC, 



1 

^ # & & ^ 


2 

J. b ^ J b 


3 




1 

0.9677 


0.7273 


3 » 

1.6890 


U5319 

4 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1.0000 


0.7656 


0.36Q3 


-0.0338 


0. 7656 


• IxkOOOO • 


0.4213 


• 0.0103 


«.3603 

m 


• 0.4213 


iloooo 


-0.9026 


-0.0338 


0.0103 


-0.9026 


1.0000 


0.7767 


0.989^2 


0.4357 


■^-O.OIOA' 


0.4870 


0.5766 


0.9693 


-0.795,0 


0.0496 


O.U74 


-0.8376 


0.9 792, 


0. 1398 


0.1332 


0.9339 


-0.9664 



1346 



5 

i i • Ut f u 

• 


6 


7 

J • !) 1 io 


8 

• 


5 

4.52 99 


6 


7 

$.3 713 


8 

0.4760 


0.7767 


6 

0.4870 


0.0496 


8 . 

. 0.*1398 


0.9892 


0.5766 


0.1174 


0.1332 


0.43 57 


0.9693 


-0.8376 


0.9339 


-0.0108 


-0.7950 


. 0.9792 


-0.9664 


1.0000 


0.5994 


0.0982 


0. 1492 


0.5994 


, ^.0000 


-0^7 37 7 


0. 8226 


0.0982 


-0.7377 


1.0000 


-0.8969 


0. 1492 


0.8226 


-0.8969 


rl.OOOO 



80.71 

' / * 



HQOEl. 
PREOICTORS 



I HI CRITERION 



y- ^ 6-8 



-4 





0.7772 


RSC a 0.6040 


2 ITERATIONS, 


^ V 


BETA 


B 




3 




0.0 


t 


4 


0.0 * 


0.0 




' 6 


1.1489 


0.1665' 




.7 


0.8972 


0.1616 




8 


0.0 


Q.O 




REG* 


CONST. » 


2.2901 





400EL 



PREOICTORS 
R - 0.7771 



2 H2 CRITERION » I 
3- 5 *8- 8 
RSQ « C.6039 



V BETA 


B 


3 0.0 • 


Q.O 


4'*' -0.0254 


-0.0160 


^5 0.7764 


0.1659 


8- 0.0 


0.0 


REG- CONST. » 
* , 


2.2V3 . 



2 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 3 H3 
PRE"pICTORS ' 
R = 0.7668 



CRITERION » 
3-4 8-8 
• RSQ » 0.5879 
B 



. V BETA 

3 ; 1.7791 1.0193 , 

4 1.5720.;'* 0.9930 
8 0.0* 0.0 

REG. CCNST. • 0.8349 



\ 



2 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 4 H4 CRITERION « I 
PPeOlCTORS « 2-2 8-8 
R » 0.7666 RSQ » Q.5876 



V BETA 

2 0,7605 

8 0.0384 

REG. CCNST. « 



8 

1.0119 
0.0781 
0.7794 



^1 ITERATIONS- 



80.71 

5/ 



HCOEL 5 H5 CRITERICft - 1 • ' ^ , 

PREDICTORS * 2- 2 • ' 

R = 0.7656 . RSQ =» 0.5862 I ITERAtIonS. 

V aETA B 

2 0.7656 1.0137 
REG. CONST. ' • 0.8083 

.F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MDD6L 2 
ArSQ full = 0.60A0 MODEL I ^ 

^ RSQ REDUCED - 0,6C39 yMODEL 2 A ' 

DIFFERENCE'' O.OCOl 
. ^DFN/- 1. DFO = 360. F-RATID = 0.067 P-0.-;9l4 

F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 vSTMilDEli 3 

RSQ FOlL » 0.6039 ' MODEL 2 ♦ 

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5879 MODEL 3*>" 

DIFFERENCE » Q/.C160'^?* ^ „ 

DFN » ,U .-^FD" i6l. F-RATID = 14.614 ?» 0.0004 

F-«ST 3 MODEL 3 VS MOt^EL 4 
RSQ'FULL » 0.5879 MODEL 3 

R*SQ REDUCED.- 0.58 76 * MODEL 4 

OlFFERENCr- 0.0003 *^' ' ' ^ ^ 

Df=N ' I. ^ DFD » S62. F.-RATIO 0.251 , P « 0.6229 

^ F-TBST 4 MODEL 4 VS HODEL 5 
RSQ FULL ». 0.5876* ' MODEL 4 
RSQ REDUCED-'- 0»586'2 Mdt)EL 5 

DIFFERENCE * J)^90l* / „ ^ « 

DFN « I. DFD » y62* F-RATID « 1.276 P ^ 0,2531 



D-62 



ANALYSIS 2 — HTLE I VS FORMER TITLE I — GRAOE 6 



PARAMETERS 
CCL .1- 5.- = 
CCL 6-^10 ~ 
COL' U-U * 
vet 16-20 = 
CCL 21-25 = 



8* 

338 
5 

1 



OATA FORHAT = COUNi'yj . ' 
IKTERCORReLATION ANALYSIS. 



MEANS * 



4^.8769 



2 

4.0246 



r 



3 

2.2364 



4 

1. 7882 



7 SIGHAS 



R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 

, .4 

5 . 
6 

8 



0.9967 



0.8395 



l.&OOO 0.7644 
* »■ • 



0.7644 
0. 1541 
0. 1535 
0.7642 
0.2746 
0.24^7 
•0.0*231 



1.0000 
0.2332 
0.1688 
0.«907 
O'. 3900 
0.2815 
-0.0051 



3 

2.1000 



3 

0.1541 
,^.2332 

1.0000 
-0.9191 

0. 2405 

0.972 8 
-0.8542 

0.9512 



4 

2.0719 



4 

0..1535 
0*1688 

-0*9191 
1.0000 
0.1577 

-0.8280 
0.^799 

-0.966^ 



1460 



X 



1480 



. 5 . 6 
16.9018 r 9.4116 



7 

7.4902 



8 

0.5562 



6.5152 / 9.8101 



7 

9.3380 



5 . 
0.7642 
0.9907 
0. 2405 
0. 1577 
1.0000 
0.4028 
0.2746 
0,0033 



6 

0.2746- 
0.39010 
0.97^8 

-0.8280 
0.4028 
1.0000 

-0.7695 
0.8569 



0.2447 . 

0.2815 
-0.8542 

0.9799 

0.2746 
-0.7695 

1 .0000- 
-0.8980 



*8 

0.49^8 



8 

•0.0231 
-0.0051 

0.9512 
•0.9662 

0.0033 

0.8569 
•0.8980 

1.0000 



211 ■ 



HCOEL 1 Ml CRITEPrCN » 1 



l|REOICTQRS 
R » 0.Z654 



V 
3 

4, 

7 
8 



BETA 
0.0 

'o.o 

1.1188 
1.1426 
O.0442 



REG. CONST. 



3-4 

RSQ 



6- 8 



0.585a 



B 

Q.O 

0.0 ' 

0.1137 

0.1219 

0.O886 

2.8445 



N 17 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 2 H2 CRITERION = • 1 



PR6DICT0RS 
R « 0.7658 



3-5 e- 8 
RSQ = C-5865 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.0219 


0.0104 


4 


0*223* 


C.1074 


• 5 


0.7233 


0.11O6 


8 


0.1719 


0,3449 


R^G. 


'CONST. » 


2.5995 



17 ITERATIONS, 



SODEL 3 M3 CHITERICN ^ I 
PREDICTOfiS » ^3- 4 8-8 
R » 0.7651 RSQ * 0.5854 



V SETA B 

3 1.8818 0.8931 

4- 1,9315 0.9291 

3 0.0500 0.1003 

REG, CONST* » 1.1625 



26 ITERA^IONSi 



MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION a. 
PREDICTORS » 2-2 8-8 



R » 0.7647 

V BETA 

2 0.7643 

8 -0.C192 

REG, CONST. » 



RSQ » 0,5847 
8 

0.9074 
' -0.0385 
1.2464 



2^ ' 



0-64 



2 ITERATIONS, 



80.71 



K7 



MCOEL 5 H5 CRITERION 
PilEOICTORS » 2- 2 



R » 0«7644 

• V BETA 
2 0.7644 
REG. CCNST. » 



i 



RSQ » 0.5844 

8 ■ . 
0.9075 
1.2245 



1 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST . \ Hooei: 1 VS HOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL « .0.5858 * HOOEL 
RSQ REOUCEO * 0.5865 HOOEL 
OIFF£RENCE 5 -0.0GC7- 
OFN « 1; OFO » 332. 



1 
2 

F-RATIO * ' 0.0 



F-TEST 2 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REOUCEO 
OIFFERBNCE = 
OFN » 1. 



F-T€ST 3 



HOOEL 2 VS HOOEL 3 



0.5865 
0.585$ 
O.COll 
OFO 3 



HOOEL 
HOOEL 



2 
3 



333. 



h{)C 



F-RATIO 



HOOEL 3 VS HOOEL ^ 
^RSQ FUH. - 0.5854 HOOEL 3 

RSQ REOUCEO » 0.5*847 "hOOEL 4 . 
OIFFERCJ^CE « 0.0007 

OFN • 1. OFO » 334* F-RATIO 



0.862 



P 3 1.0000 



0. 



3563 



0.529 P » 0.4745 



F-TEST 4 MOOEtv^ VS HOOEL 5 

RSQ FULL- 0.58^7 HOOEL 4 

RSQ RECUCEO - 0.5844 " HOOEL 5 \ 

OIFFERENCE « 0.C004 

OFN - 1. OFO » 335. -F-RAT'IO « • 



0.297 P- X 0.5930 



\ 



9 

J 



80«71 , ACCachmenC D-3 

(Page I of 2) * 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research ^nd gvaTuaclon 



i 



May 27, 1981, 

V 



TO: Bella Greek •end Ann Cunningham 

FROM: David Dqss 

SUBJECT: Program Supporc and Achlevemenc Gains 

You may recall chac I Included In the Tide I Evaluaclon Design a 
question which reads as follows: 

Was chere a relationship between characteristics (cooper- 
ation In setting up the program, etc) of the ^principals 
of Title I schools, as perceived by^ the Title I reading 
. coordinators, and the ef fectlvenesaf of their Title I 
programs In terms of achievement* gains? 

The attached page lists the 22 Title I reguiar^chooU. Use the 
scale to indicate, overall, how much sx^port each principal gave 
the Title I program at hlS/her school. I would like to have one 
ctsmmon set of results In order to remove the broblem of- "rater 
bias." 

Also, these ratings will be treated confidentially. They will not 
be reported la any way that the score for any one principal can be 
Identified. 



Approved: 



D0:1£$ 

cc: Lae Lsws 

Oscar Cantu 



.Director of Office of Researclj^^ 



>nd Evaluation 



D-6? 



' The previous numbered psje m 
Ihe original document v<a3 blank. 



80.71 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment D-3 

Office of Research' and Evaluation (Page 2 of 2) 



MEASURE OF PROGRAM SUPPORT 



Using the definition and scale below, show how Quch ^support each 
^principal gave the Title I Program,^ Work together to establish 
a consensus before giving .the rating. 

DEFINITION 

Support for Campus Title I Program ; knowledgeable about the Title I 
Reading Program, works with teachers to minimize scheduling problems, 
takes an active role^ln the planning and implementation of the scho;ol' 
Title I Program, Is aware of the restrictions of the Title I Program, 
works actively to injure that the program is in compliance, does not 
Impose unnecessary restrictions, etc. - 



SCALE 



12 3^ 4 5 

Very ' Very 

Low Low , Average High High 



School 


Support 


Blackshear 




Sroxrti 




Bryker Wbods 




Campbell 




^asls 




Dawson 




Govalle 




Harris 




Maplewood 




Mathews 




Metz ^ , 




Norman 




Oak Springs 




OrtMCga 




Rldgetop 




Rosedale ^ 




Rosewood 


1 


Sanch^ 




Sims*** ! 




Walnut Creek \ 




Zavala | 




Zilker 





2 » '■; 



D-68 



80.71 



Model 1: 



Attachment D-4 
y ' (Page 1 Q^f 2) 

MODELS' USED TO DETEfeMINE THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN PRINCIPAL SUppPORT AND ACHIEVEMENT 

Y . a n + ai^2> + ./'^ + a,x(5) ^ . X<^>^ a x(^> + 
U 1 Z 3 4* * 5 - 



,(14) 



.(15) 



,(16) 



Model 2: 



Y » a^gU + a^yX^^) ^ ^^^^(4) ^ a^^X^^)^^^ ^^^^te) ^ ^^^^^(7) ^ 



26 N 



Model 3: J - a^^U + a^^X^^^ + ^30^^^^^ ^31^^^^^ ^ 



Model 4: 



Model 5i 



Y - a- U + a,,X^^^ + a,,X^^^^ + E 
34 35 36 



Where, 
Y 



■ posttest 

U « unit vector 
v(2) 



pretest 

X^"' - pretest if principalNgiven a rating of 1; 0, otherwise 

X^^^ - pretest,^ principal giVen a rating of 2; 0, otherwise. 

X^^^ - pretest if principal given a rating of 3; 0, otherwise 



(6) 



pretest if principal given a rating of A; 0, otherwise 



X^'^ - -pretest if principal given aerating of 5; 0, otherwise 



X^^^ - variable X^^^ squared 
X^^^ - vaAable X^"'^ squared 
X<^^>- varia^e X^^> squared 



ERJC 



D-69 



Q 1 



80.71 
\ 



Attachment D-4 





. 'J 
(5) 

• variable X squared 


1 




(Page 2 of 


,(12) 


» variable X^^^ squared 






• 


,(13) 


» variable X^^^ squared 


i! 




V 


X(1A) 


■ 1 if principal's rating was 


1; 


0, 


Otherwise 




■ 1 if principal's rating was 


2; 


0. 


otherwise 


^(16) 


» I if principal's rating was 


3; 


0, 


otherwise 


,(17) 


« 1 if principal's rating was 


A; 


0, 


otherwise 


^(18) 


■ I if principal's rating was 


S; 


b, 


otherwise 


,(19) 


» principal's rating 








,(20) 


^ direct product — pretest times principal's rating 



The pretest is the student's April, 1980, ITBS Average Reading Grade 
Equivalent score except at grade 1 where MRT Pre-Reading Composite raw 
scores were used. 

The ratings pf the principals' support tox the program were made asing 
the following scale. • 

1 - Very Low, 2 » Low, 3 * Average, A « High, 5 ^ Very High 

« 



2i7« 



D-70 
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Attachment's 
(Page I of 21) 



IT 



REGRESSION ANALYSER DETERMINING THE 
• RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM 
SUPPORT AND ACHIEVEMENT GAINS ■ 
AT GRADES 2-6, 





\ 



. 1 

QiAi?£HfkXlOH AND GAIM^— S^80/S<-al 11^"^ AVG.HCAOImO lOXXi (>.e. 



6-10 « / 317 



PARAHE (COS 
CU 

ca 

COl 16-20 - 
cm 21-25 - 



DATA FOAMAr - (OUHHY) 



0710 





IhieRCORReiATlUN ANALYSIS. 












* 




\ 


* 




MeANS 


1 

1.6762 


2 

1.0763 


" 3 
O.or 


0.232^ 


5 

/O. 06 1 7 


6 

0.6096 


7 

0.1526 


6 

1.269 7 


9 

0.0 


10 
0.2695 




seAMS 


11 

0.1011 


12 
0*72S3 


13 

0.17^9% 


1^ 
0.0 


15 
0.2179 


16 
0.0833 


17 

0.5513 


18 
0.1S7^ 


19 

3.62^^ 


20 
3.911 2 




^ICKAS 
SI^HAS ^ 


1 

0.65 18 


2 

0.3337 


-0*0 


0.^6^2 


5 

0*3072 


6 

0.5939 


7 

0.369^ 


8 

0.6226 


9 


10 

0. 581 3 




11 

0.^073 


12 
0.766 3 


13 
0.S697 


1^ 
-0.0 


15 
0.S129 


16 
0.276S 


17 
0.^97^ 


16 
0.35S5 


19 
0.9620 


zo 
1.6284 




,K HATRIX 
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• HCOBl I HI CRITERION « I 

*PREOICTQRS « 4- 7 10-13 15-18 

R »0«2813 RSQ » Q.0792 34 ITERATIONS. 
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BETA 
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0.1926 
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-0-0593 


-0,1397 


' 17 


0.0328 


0.0430 


18 


-0.0285 


-0,05 24 


REG. 


CONST. » 


1.5423 



^OOEL 2 M2 CRITERION • 1 
PREDICTORS -4-8 15-^8 



R » 0.2791 RSQ » 0.0779 " 35 IT6<IATI0NS. 



V 


BETA 


8 


4 ' 


-0.0996 


-0.1399 
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0.0966 
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-0.0597 
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0.0537 
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0.2723 


0.2851 
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0.0 
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-0.0851 
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0.0116 


0.0151 


18 


-0.0501 
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REG. 


CONST. - 


1.5857 



t 

MODEL 3.H3 CRITERION- 1 

PREDICTORS « ' 2- 2 19-20 ' -* 



R -0.2594 RSQ 0.0673 ^ 6 ITERATIONS.' 

^ C*^^ 

V BETA . B , 

2 0.1843 0.3600 

1.9- -0.0073 -0.0049 

20 0.0931 0^0372 

. REG. CON^T, « ' 1.3626 



D-74 



50.71- 
MODEL 



4 M4 CRITERION, 
PRlEDICTORS « 2- 2 



R » flr.2535 

V BETA 
2 0.2535 
REG. CONST. * 



RSQ « 0.0642 

B 

. 0.4950 
1.3454 



1 ITERATIONS. 



HCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS » * 2- 2 

R = 0.2582 ' RSQ s 0- 06 6 7 



V BETA 

2 0.2525 

19 1 0.04^1 

REG. CONST. ^ 



B 

0.4932 
0'.0326 
1.2291 



2 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 MODEt 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ*FULL « 0-0792 MODEL 1 ^ 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.0779 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0CQ3 • -n 

DFN » 3. DFD » 300. F-RATIO 



0.136 



0.9379 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL = 0.0779 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCEO ■ 0.0673 MODEL 3 

OIFFERENCE » 0.0106 

DFM « 5. OFD « 303. F-RATIO 



0.697 P = 0.6283 



F-TEST '3 -MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.0673 ■ MODEL 3 
RSQ REOUCEO » 0.064Z MODEL 4 

OIFFERENCE « 0.0031- 

OFN » 2. DFO » 308. F-RATIO 



0.504 



0v6l05 



F-TEST 4 
RSQ FULL * ' 
RSQ REDUCEO 
DIFFERENCE • 
OFN « 1. 



MODEL 3 VS 

0.0673 
■ 0.0667 
' 0*0006 

DFO » 308. 



MODEL 5 
MODEL 
MOOEL 



3 
5 

F-RATIO 



->4 
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F-TEST 5 
RSQ FULL « 
RSQ tREdUCEO 
DIFFERENCE " 
DFN « 1. 



MODEL 5 VS 
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■ 0.0642 
•■ 0.0024 

OFO « 309. 



MODEL 4 
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5 
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F-RATIO 
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REG. 
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^PREDICTORS » 4- 8 15-18 

R = 0.5635 R-SQ. a 0.3175 34 ITERATIONS. 
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B 
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5 
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-0.1654 
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0.26 20 
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0.2521 


17 
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"13 
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0.0333 


REG. 


CONST. » 





MCOEL 3 M3 CRITJSRION 



PREOICTORS 



0.5547 

BETA 
0.9618 
0.3^75 
-0.6401 



V 

2 
19 
20 

REG. CONST. 



2- 2 19-'20 
RSQ » 0.3077 
8 

1.4235 
0.2476 
-0.1850 
0.434^ 



15 ITERATIONS, 



D-78 



30,71 



MCOa 4 M4 CRITERION - 1 

PREOICTORS » 2- 2 

R » 0.5313 RSO i 0,2822 

V BETA ' e 

. 2 0,5313 0.7863 
REG, CONST, » 1,2859 



I ITERATIONS, 



MCOEL 5 H5 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS ». 2- 2 19-19 
* 0.5394 RSQ » 0.2910 



V ' BETA 

' 2 0,5304 

19 -0,0934 

REG, CONST. - 



a 

0,7849 
-0,0629 
1.5066 



2 ITERATIONS, 



F-TEST 1 MODEL I VS MODEL 2 
RSO FULL =»' 0,3172 . HQDEL 1 
RSO REDUCED - 0,3175 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE » -0.0003 

DFN « 3, DFD = 345.* F-HATIO 



0,0 



P = I. 0000 



F-TEST. 2 MDDBl. 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSO FULL - 0,M75 MODEL 2 

RSO REDUCED » 04 3077 MODEL-^^ 
DIFFERENCE » 0^098 

DFN » 5, ' DPt » 348- F-RATIO 



0.996 P « 0,4211 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSO FULL * 0,3077 MODEL 3 

RSO REDUCED » 0,2822 MODEL 4 ^ 

DIFFERENCE * 0.0255 

DFN - 2. DFD =» 353. F-RATIO 



6.500 



0.0021 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5 
RSO FULL » • 0.3077 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED « 0,2910 - -MGDEL 5 
DIFFERENCE - 0,,0168 

OFN » !• DFD » 253, F-RATIO 



8,555 P a 0.0040 



ERIC 



F-TEST 5 
RS* FULL » 
RSO REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE > 
OFN » I. 



MODEL 5 VS 

0.2910 
» 0.2822 

0*0087 

DFD ■« 354. 



MODEL 4 
MODEL 5 
MODEL 4 



F-RATIO 



4,352 



0.0353 



^79 

2o 0 



PA»AH€Tf RS 
COL I- S • 
CCL ^-10 
fOl 11*15 •= 
Ca 16-20 
cm 21-25 - 



20 
3^5 
5 
5 
1 



i)ATA FOftHAT - COUH^Yl 
iNT£RCU(^R€LAT{ON A^ALYSIS• 



O 
I 

o 



4f ANS 



SIGMA S 



R MATM 




8 

\ 
« 10 
11 

12 

} U 

^ 15 



1 

3*^6H 

11 

K8d6^ 



1 

0*8^76 
^*6860 



1*0000 < 

0*6915 

0*0196 

--0*0162 
0.1807 
0.1399 

^0*0169 
0.6930 
0.1029 
0.0561 
0*2161 
0*1956 

-0.0115 

-0*00 16 



0.1089 



2 

2*6255 

12 
2*26^2 



2 

0.57^6 

' 12 
3. 7328 



2 

0.16915 
1.000 
0.0^35 
0*005^ 
0* 2591 
0*16^8 
-0*0098 
0.9905 
0.1500 
0.09^5 
0* 3186 
0. 251,9 
0 

-^0.1006 
-0.111ft 



(f*72l^ 

11 
0*1523 



.2519 -0* 
.0032^ -6* 



13 
1.^027^ 

3 

0*0196 
0*0^35 
1*0000 
-0*2^87 
rO.3289 
M)* 3958 
-0*093^ 
0.036^ 
0.9785 
-0*?288 
-0*^132 
-0*37^5 
0908 
0.965^ 
-0*2!i80 



ft 

0.3728 
0*2870 



1*1815 ^ 0.9179 



14» 
0*45^ 



-0*0162 

0*005^ 
-0.2467 

1.0000 
-0*2181 
-0.2625 
-0*0619 

O.OIOI 
, -0*2301 

0*97^0 
-0*2077 
j^0:2463 
-0*0602 
.-K)*2576 

0.9639 



1 

f* — ORAIH 4 



J - 6 7 

0/6^99 0*0168 0^.0588 

15 \ 16 n ^ 

0. 1507 ^ 0.2319 ^ 0*3072 



5 

1 * 2100 


. 

1 *2637 


7 

0* 3858 


1 5 
0.3578 


16 
0.4£20 


17 
0.4614 


5 


« 

6 


4 


0.1807 ~ 


0. 1 399 


-0*0169 


0*2591 


a.1648 


-0*0098 


-0*3289 


^-0*3958 


-0*0934 


-0*2181 


-0*2625 


-0*0619 


1*0000- 


-0.i471 


-0rS819* 


-0*3471 


jr. 0000 


-0*0986 


-*0*0819 


>KU0986 


1*0000 


0*2654 


(oA>91 


-0.0207 


-*0.3044 


-0*3663 


-0*6864 


-0.2006 


-0*2414 


^0*0510 


0.9865 


-0*3306 


-o.o;ao 


-*0*3258 
-0*0796 


0.9827 
-0*0958 ' 


-0*0925 
0.9911 


-0.3407 


-0*4100 


-0*0967 


^0Jt2263 


-0*2723 


-0*06^2 



Olio 




8 

1*2235 


1 *9QQP> 


10 
0*9815 


18 
0*0232 


19 
2*6290 


20 
6*9838 


8 

2*90?? 


9 

V^21? 


10 
2*6274 


18 
0.1505 

f 


* 19 
1*2494 


20 
3*7SS? 




> 




8 


9 


10 


0*6930 


0*1029 


0*0561 


0.9905 




0*0945 


0*0384 


• 0*9785 


-0* 2286 


0.0101 


-0.2301 


0.9760 


t« 0*2654 


-0*3044 


-0*2006 


0*1!>91 


-0.3663 


-0*2414 


-0*0207 


* 

-0*0864 


-0.0570 


1.0000 


0.1469' 


0*1017 


0.1469 


1.0000 


-0*2117 


0*1017 


-0*21 I ? 


' 1.0000 


0*3295 


-0*2899 


^-0*1911 


0.2^92 


-0.3437 * 


-0,2266 


-0*0072 


• -0.08 40 


-0*0554 


-0.1 OU 


0*8933 


-0*2370 


-0*1031 


-0*2387 


0*6867 



i6 












0.0599 


0.0)82 


H)**0f9 


H).2 70^ 


19 


«*0.0229 


-*0.02 36 


-0.09^^ 


"*0.0626 


19 


0. Ill) 


0. 1133 


H).T985 


-0.20^^ 


20 


0,^525 

4 


0.^637 


H). fO^O' 





V 

00 



HAlRlX 


11 


12 


13. 


* 1* 


1 


0.2161 


0.1956 


-0.0115 


> 

-0.0876 


2 


0. 3186 


0.2519 


0.0032 


-0.1006 


3 


-0.3132 


-0.3715 


-0.0906 


0.965* 




-0.2077 


-0.2*63 


-0.0602 


-0.2516 




0.9865 


-0.325^ 


-0.0796 


-0.3*07 


6 


-0.3306 


0.9827 


-0.0958 


-0.*100 


r 


-0.0780 


-0.0925 


0.9911 


-0.096? 


8 


0.3295 


0.2492 


-0.0072 


' -0.1017 


9 


-0.2899 


-0. 3*37 


-0.08*0 


0.6933 


10 


-0.1911 


**0.2266 


-0.055* 


-0.2370 


11 


i.ooop 


-0.3103 


-0.0758 


-0.32*5 


12 , 


-0.3103 


1.0000 


-0.0699 


-0.36*8 


13 


•0.0758 


-0.0«99 


1.0000 


-0.09*1 


Ah 


-0.32^5 


' -0.3646 


-0.09*1 


1.0000 


15 


-0.2155 


-0.2555 


-0.0625 


-0.2673 


16 


0.9309 


" -0.3333 


-0.0615 


-0.3*66 


• 17 


-0.3^06 


0.9108 


-0»098T 


-0.*225 


18 


* -0.0788 


-0.0935 


0.9623 


-0.0977 


19 


, 0.1519 


0.6656 


0.281* 


-0t82n 


20 


0.26 7 8 


0. 722* 


0.2*50 


-0. 75U 



r 3 ^ 



lERlC. 



«0. 35 77 


0.9705 




-0.0627 


-0.0996 


0 .9896 


0.1595 


0.7093 


0.269* 


0.2*66 


0.706* 


' 0.2*20 


15 


16 \ 


I J 


-0. 1069 


0. 128L'' 




•wA 1 1 1 A 
. & i & o 




0. 0 382 


-0. 25 80 


-0. 3365' 


—0. * 079 


0. 96 39 


. 4 £ ^ A 


—0. 2 70* 


-0.2263 


0.9775 


—0. 35 77 


-0.2 723 


-0.3551 


0.9 705 


-0.06*2 


-0.0838 




-0. 1031 


0.1 72 2 


0.033* 


^0.2367 


-0. 311* 


-0. 377* 


0. 886 7 


*0. 2053 


. b ^ (J V 


-0.21 55 


0.9 309 


—0. 3*06 


-0.2555 


. -0.3333 


0.9 106 


-0.06 2? 


-0.0815 


-0.098 7 


-0.2673 


-0. 3*86 


*0.*22 5 


1 .0000 


-0 .2315 




-0.2315 


1.0000 


—0. 3659 


-0.2606 


—0 . 3659 


. .uuuu 


"-O. 06* 9 


-0. 08* 7 


—0. 1 026 


-0.2121 


0.1632 


0. 73*06 


-0.2266 


0.2083 


0.6*73 





—0. iffh 


•0 . ?*66 


—•J . U J ^ fl 


— 9.0o # J 


-0. 05 76 


0.1072 


-0.73fl9 


H>.ie61 


^ o.*7n 


-0.63*7 


-0.1*3* 


1 A 




20 


— U . U £ £ 3 


0. 11 1 3 


0. 35^5 


— U. U£ JO 


0.11 53 


0. *837 


— V. Ut^ ^ 


—0. 796 5 


•0. 70*0 


— U .UD £ D 


— 0. 20 ** 


-0 . 1657 


. U 0£ 1 




0 . 2*66 




0. 709 3 


0. 706* 


n QAQ A 


0.269* 


0. 2*20 


— U.U J* f 


0. 10 72 


0. *77 1 


— U. Uo f 1 


—0. 738 9 


-0*63* 7 




— U. 1991 


. 1* 3* 


— O.W #511 


0. 15 1 9 


0. 2676 


••fi note 




0. #22* 




0. £0 1 * 


0. 2*50 


W. Ut f # 


a 9 9 1 

•0 . f 1 


9C 1 A. 

V -Q. J^lfk 


— U. UO^ T 


-0.2121 


-0.2?66 


—V . UQ* f 


0. 16 32 


0.206) 


—0. l02 6 


0. 7308 


0.6* 73 


1 nnnn 


0. 4?92* 


0. 23*0 


0.292* 


1.0000 


0*90*>1 


0.23*0 


0.9051 


1.0000 



80.71 y 

HCOEL 1 Ml CRITERION ■ I 



PREDICTORS -3-7 9-18 

R - O.IOOl RSQ * 0,^902 81 ITERATIONS, 



V 


RPTA 


A 




U*w 


w • w 


\ 

' 5 




u« u 




A A 


o 


A A 


A A 


f 




V • 7 O J f 










0.699Z 


0.2256 


11 


0,7429 


0.1707 


12 


0.8463 


0.L922 


13 


0,0 


0,0 


1^ 


-0,0268 


-0.05P2 


15 


-0.0559 


-0.1324 


16 




0,3547 


17 




0.2072 


18 


•0.0069 


-0.03 86 


REG« 


CONST. ■ 


1,9LL7 



MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION » I 
PPEOICTORS ■ 3- a 14-18 

R « 0.^002 RSQ ■ 0.4903 39 ITERATIONS 



V 


BETA 


a 


3 


0.0653 


0.0466 


4 


0.L840 


0.1700 


5 


-0.2409 


-0.L687 


6 


-0.1934 


-0.1297 


7 


-O.IOLO 


-0.2218 


8 


0.7072 


0.2061 


14 


-0.3153 


-0.5907 


15 


.-0.4025 


-0.9535 


16 


0.0145 


0,0290 


17 


-0.0342 


-0.0629 


18 


' 0.02LQ - 


0.U83 



REG. CONST. - 2.^268 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION - I 
PREDICTORS ■2-2 19-20 

R ■ 0.6946 RSQ - 0.4824" ,10 ITERATIONS 

V BETA B 

Z 0.8016 1.1824 po- 
19' 0.2907 0.1972 ' ^' iJ 

20 -0.2957 -0.0667 
REG. CONST. • 0.3045 



89.71 



MOO^ 4 M4 CRITERION - I 

PREDICTORS -2-2 

R « 0.6915 RSO « 0.4782 

V BETA B 

' 2 0.6915 1.0200 
RW. CONST. - 0.T833 



1 ITERATIONS. r 



HCOEL -5 H5 CRITERION - 1 
PREOICTOR"^ -2-2 19-19 
R.» 0.6923 RSO » 0.4793 



V " 



B8T 



7> l.( 



e 



2 0.6877.^ 1.0145 



19 0.0334 
REG. CGNST. - 



0.0226 
0.7384 



2 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 
RSQ PULL - 
RSQ REOUCEO 
OlPfERENCE * 
OPN » 4. 



P-TEST "2 
RSO-tpULL - 
RSQ REOUCEO 
OIPPERENCE ' 
0PM - 7. 



HOOEL 1 VS 

- 0.4902 
» 0.4903 

-0.0001 
OPO « / 33t3. 



HOOEL 2 
HOOEL 1 
HOOEL 2 



7 



P-RATIO 



0.0 



HOOEL 2 VS 

0.4903 
- 0.4824 
' 0.0078 

OPO - 334. 



HOOEL 3 
HOOEL 2 
HOOEL 3 ^ 



P-RATIO 



0.734 



P - I. 0000 



0.6448 



P-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSO PULL - 0-4824 , MODEL 3 
R.SO REDUCED - 0.4782 HOOEL 4 

OIPPERENCE » 0.0042 

OPN - 2. OPO - 341, P-RATIO 



1.394 P * 0.2482 



P-TEST 4 HOOEL 3 VS 
RSO PULL » 0.482*4 
RSO REOUCEO - 0.4793 
OIPPERENCE » 0.0031 
OPN « 1. OPO - 341 



HOOEL 5 
HOOEL 3 
HOOEL 5 



P-RATIO 



2.063 



P « 0.1479 



P-TEST 5 
RSO PULL « 
RSO REOUCEO 
OIPPERENCE > 
OPN I. 



HOOEL 5 VS 

0.4793 
« 0.4782 • 
' 0.0011 

OPO « 342. 



HOOEL 4 
HOOEL 5 
> HOOEL 4 



P-RATIO 



D-'33 



230' 



0.722 P « 0.4006 



cuupEMnoN ANO GAIN — i-«o/4-ai jres avg. reading totI 

COL L« 9 • 20 

CCi 6-10 • 3ia 

CCi 11-19 • 9 - 

CfX 16*20 - 9 

COL 21*29 - 1 

DAU forma r • COUMfYl 

iNrcRcopRELArroN akaiysis. 



HEANS 
HEANS 



I 

4.2697 

II 
2.99at 



2 

3.3292 

12 
3.9^50 



3 

0.9916 

13 
0. 2934 



0. 3821 

14 
0.2925 



SIGMA S 
StOHAS 

H flAMlX 
1 
2 
3 
4 
9 
6 
7 

a 

9 
10 
11 
12 
.13 
14 
\% 



X 

I ./)299 


1 


3 

I . 9c9U 


4 


9.626a 


1 2 

. 6.3231 


1 3 
1.867 7 


^ I ^ 

0.4549 


1 




J 


4 


1.0000 


0. 7754 


0.0091 


-O.07d2 


0.7794 


1.0000 


0.0671 


0.0264 


0.0091 


0.06 71 


1.0000 


-0.2223 


-0*07e2 


0.0264 


-0.2223 . 


1.0000 


• 

0*2076 


O.U22 


-0.3497 


-0.2004 


0.1899 


0.2229 


-0.4097 


-0.2349 


0«0590 


0.0669 


-0.0899 


-0.0493 


0. 7a9a 


0.9899 


0.0926 


0.0223 


o.oa42 


0.1972 


0.98f 9 


-0.20dO 


^.03a2 


> 0.0fl89 


-0.20A6 


0.9827 


0.2012 


0.2257 


-0.3275 


-0.1 877 


0.2639 


0.3210 


-0.3807 


-0,2M2 


0.069a 


0.0726 


-0.0846 


-0.04 89 


-0.0S6 7 


•0.0617 


0.9686 


-0*2299 


■0*1242 


*0»0631 


-0*?29^ 


n«96O0 



r,.E. GftAOt 5 









0710 


f 


J 


5 

0.842 I 


6 

I .0805 


7 

Q • Q A &.9 


a 


9 


10 

I . c9 1 7 


1 9 
0.119S 


16 
0.2516 


0.3176 


1 A 

0.0189 


2.6509 


8.9085 


5 

1.4999 


1.6424 


0.49'?1 


4.69A6 


Q 

5.5620 


• 

1 n 
3.8552 


19 

0. 32 44 


16 

0. 43 39 


17 
*0. 4655 


18 

V. 1 JO 1 


19 


20 
4.8 846 


9 


6 


7 


A 


9 


10 


0.2076 


0.1859 


0.0590 


0.7858 


0*0842 


-0.0382 


0.1422 


0.2229 


0. 0669 


0.9899 ' 


0.1572 


0.08A5 


-0. J497 


-0.409 7 


--0.0859 


0.0526 


0.9815 


-O.?086 


-0.2004 


-K>.2349 


-*0.0493 


0.022^-**" 


-0.2080 


0.9827 


I. 0000 


-0.3694 


-0.0775 


« 0.1428 


-0.32 71 


-0.1881 


«^.3694 


1.0000 


*0.0908 


0.23^4 


-0.3933 


-0.2204 


-0.0775 


-O.0908 


1 .0090 


0.£>6l9 


-0.0804 


-0.0462 


0. U28 


0.23S4 


0.0619 


1.0000 


0.1461 


0.0849 


-0. 32 71 


-0.3633 


-O.0404 


0. 1461 


i.ckToo 


-0. 1952 


-0. laii 


-0.2204 


-O.0j*6? 


0.0^49 


-5.1952 


' 1.0000 


0.9824 


-0. 3459 


-^0.0 7i6' 


0.2294 


-0.306.3 


-0. 176 2 


-0.34 32 


0.9807 


-0.0843 


0. 3383 


-0.3961 


-0.2048 


-0.0763 


-O.0894 


0.9948 


C.0691 


-0.079? 


-0.04'*^ 


•0.3610 


-0*4230 


^ •^.0887 


-0.0725 


0.9062 


-0.21^4 


-0.2068 


-0.24?4 


-0.0^08 


•0.0A29 


-0^2146 


0.^093 





16 


0*0967 


0.0174 


-0*3611 


-0*2070 


0.9684 


-0*3814 




17 


0*0660 


0*0705 


-0*4249 


-0*2435 • 


-0*3831 


0*9643 




- IB 


0*0517 


(^•0606 


-0*<k«64 


-0.0495 


-0*07^9 


-0*0912 




19 

,/ 

X MATRIX 


y 0.U12 


0. 1009 


-0* 8^30 


— W. I QbV 


0* 1569 


0* 7105 


/ 


6*^^01 
11 


0*4975 
12 


. -0* 7016 


W * 1 ? r V 
14 


0* 18 76 
15 


0* 7272 
16 




1 


0*2812 


*0*2635 


0*0658 


-0.0867 


-0. 1242 


0*^096 7 




I 


0.22 57 


0*3210 


0.0726 


-0*061 7 


-0*0633 


0.01 74 




•0*3275 


-0*380 7 


-0.0846 


0*9666 


-0*2294 


-0*361 i 




^ 


-0.ia77 


-0.21*2 
* 


-0*0485 
-<fr076 3 


-0.?295 


0 * 96 9 0 


-0*2070 




5 




H). 3432 


-0* 3610 


-0* 2068 


0.968^ 


1 

CO 


6 


-0. 3^59 


0*9807 


-0*0894 


-0*4230 


-0*2424 


-0.3814 




X 


-0.0726 


-o.oa4 3 


0*9948 


-0.0887 


-0.0508 


-o.oeoo 




a 


0:229^ 


0*33a3 


0.0691 


-O.OT25 


-0.0629 


0.0187 




9 


-0.306 3 


-0.3561 


-0*5792 


0*9062 


-0*2K46 


-0*n78 




10 


-0*1762 


-0.204a 


-O.0455 


-0.2154 


0*9093 


-0.1942 




11 


i;oooo 


•^*3214 


-0*0715 


-0*3381 


-0; 1937 


0*9070 






-0.32M 


1.0000 


-0*0831 


-0*3930 


-0*2252- 


-0*3544 ' 




n 


-0.0715 


-0*0831 


1 * 0000 


-0.0874 


-0*0501 


-0*0788 




u 


-0*35ai 


-0.39 30 


-O.0874 


1*0000 


rO.2368 


-0*3727 




15 


-0*1937 


-0.2252 


-0.0501 


-0.2368 


1.0000 


-0*2136 




16 
/ 


0*9070 


-0.3544 


-0*0788 


-0*372 7 


-0*2136 


1.0000 


• 


11-^ 


-0.35«7 


o*a9^9'^ 


^.0927 


-0.4386 


-0*2513 


-0.3955 




la 


-0*072^ 


-o.o»i4a 


0.9 799 


-O.0892 


-0.0511 


-0*0804 




19 


0*1464 


0*6601 


0*2555 


-0.8497 


-0* 19i0 


0.16^0 




.20 


0.2179. 


0*7451 


0*2700 


-f>* 7443 


-Cri 1696 - 


0*i)46 . 



-0*0600 
*0.094l 
04995L 
0*2595 
0*2669 

17 
0*0660 
0*0 K)5 
-0. 4249 ' 
-0*2435 
-0*3831 
0.9643 
-0#094l 
^ 0.0812 
-0*3975 
-0*2285 
, -0*3587 
0*8959 
-0*0927 
-0*4 386 
-0'.2 513\ 
-0*3955 
1*0000 
-0*0946 
0* 7)68 
0.6564 



0*0187 


-0. 33 79 






-0. 39 75 


-0*2285 


0.0544 


-0*0608 


-0.0465 


0*1 ll;> 


-0.7699 


-0.1746 


0*5060 


-0*64 20 


-0.1279 


18 


19 . 




0.05t 7 


0.1312 


0 . 4401 


0*0606 


0. 1009 


0 . 4975 


-0. 0#^64 


-0. 82 30 


— y . f u 1 0 


-0*0495 


-0. 1660 


—V * 1 ? f V 


-0*0779 


0. 1569 


0* 1876 


-0*0912 


0. 7105 


V . f C f £ 


0.9951 


0. 2595 


V * v O'l T 


0*0544 


0. 1 1 1 2 


0 * 5Q6Q 


-0*0808 


-0 * 76 99 


-0*6420 


-0*046^ 


-0* f 746 


* 1 £ f T 


-0*0729 


0*1 469 


0* 21 79 


-0*064^ 
0*9799 


0*6601 
0* 2555 


0* 74 5l 

0 « 2 70 0 


-0*0992 


-0.84 9 7 


-0. 7443 


-0*0511 


-0. 1920 


-0. 1896 


-0.0604 


0. 16 20 


V.I V 


— U* Ut^ d 


0. 7366 


0.6564 


t.oooo 


0*2608 


0* 2652 


0*2608 


- 1.0000 


0.89)7 


0.26S2 


0* 89 3 7 


1*0000 



J 



80,71 

MCO€L I MI CRITERION « I 



PREDICTORS 



3- 7 9-18 



R ' 


0«799a 


RSQ « 0.6397 


94 


ITERATIONS, 


V 


SETA 


B 






3 


0,0 


0.0 






4 


0.0 


0,0 






5 


0.0 


0.0 






6 


0.0 


0.0 






*7 


0,0 


0.0 






9 


0.8^83 


0,1663 






10 


0,4554 


0.1216 






11 


1.1102 


0,2032 






12 


1.0213 


0.1663 






13 


0.2854 


0.1574 






14 


-0.^62 


•0.2630 






15 


0.0145 


0.0460 






16 


-p.2130 


•0.5055 




■s 


17 


-0,0946 


•0.2093 






18 


0.0 


0,0 / 






REG. 


CONST. » 


2.5506 






MODEL 2 H2 CRITERION = I 




\ 


PREDICTORS ' 


3- 8 14-18 






R 


0,8005 


RSQ » 0.6407 


34 


ITERATIONS. 


V 


BETA 


8 






3 


-O.0412 , 


-0.0278 






4 


-0.2755 


-0.2651 ^ 






# 5 


0.3429 


0.2355 






6 


0.0 


0.0 






7 


0.0070 


0,0145 ' 




I 


3 


^ '0.7634 


0,1673 






14 


0.0 


0,0 






15 


0.1843 


0,5850 






16 


-0.2900 


-0.6883 ' 






17 


-O.0146 


•0.0324 






18 


0.0* 


0,0 






REG, 


CONST. - 


2.3652 







ERIC 



MCOEL 3 H3 CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS » 2- 2 ^9-20 

R * 0.7788 -RSQ - 0,"6065 

V 8ETA ^ 8 

2 0.6663 0,9230 

19 -0.1573 -0,1297 

20 0,2511 ^ 0.0530 
REG, CONST, * . 1.0686 . 



^0 ITERATIONS. 




30, J I 

MCOEL A M4 CRITERION 



PREOiaORS - 

R • 0,7754 

V BETA 
2 0,7754 
REG, CONST, « 



2- >N 

I 

RSQ ' 0,6012 

B 

1,0741 
0,6941 



I ITERATIONS. 



HOOEU 5 M5 CRITERION •« 1 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 19-19 
R ■ 0,7772 RSQ' * 0,6040 



V BETA 

2 0,7700 

19 0,0536 

REG, CONST. » 



B 

1,0666 
0,0442 
0,6019 



2 ITERATIONS, 



F-TEST 1 
RSQ FULL « 
RSQ REOUC£0 
OIFFERENCE » 
DFN » 4, 



HOOEL 1 VS 

0,6397 
» 0,6407 
-0,0010 . 

OFO • 303, 



HOOEL 2 
HOOEL t 
HOOEL 2 



F-RATIO 



0.0 



I ,0000 



F-TEST 2 H0D6L 2 VS HOOEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0,6407 HOOEL 2v 

RSQ REOUCEO • 0,6065 . HOOEL 3 * - 

OIFFERENCE » 0,0343 ' 

DFN » 7, OFO ■ 307, F-RATIO =» 4,182 " ? » 0.0004 



F-TEST 3 HOOEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0,6065 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED « 0,6012 HOOEL 4 

OIFFERENCE « 0,0053 

OFN » 2, OFO » 314, F-RATIO » 2,119 P» 0.1197 



F-TEST 4 HOOEL 3 VS HOOEL 5 
aSQ FULL » 0,6065 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED ■ 0,6040, ^ MODEL 5 
OIFFERENCE « 0.0025 

OFN - 1, . OFO « 314. F-RATIO « 1,971 ? » 0.1576 



F-TEST 5 HOOEL 5 VS HODEL 4 
RSQ FULL ■ 0,6040 HOOEL 5 

RSQ REDUCED « 0,6012 ' MODEL 4 
DIFFERENCE >' 0*0028 

tFH - 1, OFO » 315, F-RATIO - 2,260 P « 0.1^97 

/ 



p >1 o 



ERIC 



CiUPEKAIUm AND CAlN — ^-00/^-^1 I fHS A VG.Kt Al) Ifl^. 101 At 0,t. 

PA«AHEIEPS 
Cfl 1- 5 - 
CCl 6-10 -/^ 
.CCl lt-15 / 
CCL 16-*20 * 
CCl 21-25 • 



20 

s 

5 
1 



OAIA FORMAI • <OUH)«yl 
Ua£RCOkR£LAf ION ANALYSIS* 



iUNS 
^FANS 



4.9899 

11 
4*3261 



2 

4.0760 

12 
SW180 



U0882 

1) 
0.1415 



4 

0.5865 

14 
0.2847 



0.9816 

15 
0.1189 



6 

1 .1158 

16 
0.2126 



SIGMA S 
SIGMA S 



1 

U0491 

11 

8.5878 



» 2 
0.8660 

12 
9.0247 



3 

1. 7941 
11 

2.3771 



4 

1.491^ 



14 
0.4513 



5 

1.8137 

15 
0.34 58 



6 

1.9834 

16^^' 
0.4225 



I 

00 
00 



ERIC 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


1 


1.0000 


0. 7159 


-^.0495 


0.D816 


0. 22 99 


0.0897 


2 


0.7159 


1.0000 


-0. 0206 


0.f^6 


0.204") 


0.1592 


3 


•0.0495 


•^.0206 


i.opoo 


-^.2181 


-0.1247 


-0.4085 


4 


* 0.0816 


0.1426 


-0.2381 


1.0000 


-0.2102\i 


-0.2644 


5 


0.2299 


0.2047 


-0. 1247 


-0*2102 


1.00 00 


-0.3605 


6 


jO.0897 


0.1992 


-0.4085 


-0.2644 


-0.1605 


1.0000 


7 


0.0003 


-0.0019 


-^.0881 


-0.0970 


' -0.0778 


-0. 0979 


8 


0.7160 


0.9925 


-0.0222 


0.1451 ' 


0.2151 


0.1499 


9 


0.04 52 


O.0988 


0.9778 


-0.2191 , 


-0.2990 


-0.1762 




0.1117 


0.1954 * 


-0.2 266 


0.9862 


-0.2000 


-0.2516 




. 0.2795 


0.2825 


-0. 1055 


-0.1978 


0.9815 


-0.1191 


' u 


0.1626 


0.2450 


-^.1841 


-0.2488 


-O.M92 


0.9024 


11 


0*0079 


0.0011 


-^•0871 


-0.0564 


-0.0769 


-0.0968 


14 


«»0.1707 


-0.1851 . 


0.9611 


-0.2477 


-0. 1177 


-0.4249 


15 


0.0149 


0.0679 


-0.2416 


0.9777 ^ 


-0.2150. 


-0*2 705 



• 










8 


9 


10 


0.084( 


1 17.1640 


4 . 40 i9 


2.5 749 


17 


1 8 


1 Q 




0.122s 


) 0.0208 


2.6561 


10.9691 


7 


t 0 


Q 


10 


0.5783 


\ 6.8221 


7.8842 


6.091 7 


, 17 


10 


19 


20 


^0.4676 


0.1 420 


1 • K 3 1 i 


5 . 7744 


7 


0 


9 


10 


0.0081 


0.7160 


0.0452 


0.1117 


-0.0019 


0.992 9^ 


0.0908 


0.1954 


-0.0881 


, -0.0222 


0.9778 


-0.2266 


-0.0570 


0.1451 


^0.2191 


0.9862 


-0.0778 


0.2151 


-0.2990 


-0.2000 


-0.0979 


0.1499 


-0.1762 


-0.2516 


1.0000 


-0.0154 


-0.0812 


-0.0541 


-0.0154 


UOOOO 


0.0946 


0.2003 


-0/0012 


0.0946 


i.oodo 


^-0.2007 


-0.0541 


0.2001 ^ 


-0.2087 


1.0000 


-0.0712 


0.2961 


-0.2814 


-0.1882 


-0^.0921 


0.2411 


-0.15^19 


-0.2167 


0.9964 


-0.0101 


-0.0802 


*K).0917 


-0.0917 


-0.175^ 


O.8051 


-0.2157 


-0.i>584 


0.0692 


-0.2241 


0.9101 



-0. 0019 
0.008^ 
0. 1U8 
0.3n3 



0.0^83 
-O.OOf? 
0.i311 
0.^801 



H).^188 
-0.0885 
-0*80?l 



-Ovarii 

H)*05I3 
-0*2059 
-0.U68 



-a*369l 

••o^orsi 

O.MfO 
0*2088 



— V » f 

0*915? 
•O.0982' 
0*7232 

0. jiir 



-O.lOOl 
0.9961 
0.2721 
0.2353 



0.0'il^ 
0.03^8 
■-0.0206 
0.1157 
O.An2 



-0.^0 75 
-0.3857 
-0.0815 

c 

-0.7193 
-0.6519 



-0.2560 
-0.05*5 
-0.19S9 
-0. 1237 



^ HATI 




0.2795 


* 12 
0. 1626 


MP 

13 
0.^079 


^* 
-O.l 70 7 


,15 

0.03*5 


16 
0.1^33 


IT 

-0.0019 


18 

6ai0.0084 


19 

a^vi*8 


0. 1713 






Of2825 


0.2*50 


0.0031 


-0.1851 


0.06 79 


0.))912 


0.0*83 


-0.0072 


0.1311 


0.*401 






-0.3055^ 


-0.38*3 


-0.0871 


0.9613 


-0.2*36 


-0.3339 


-0.4188 


' -0.0385 


-^.802 7 


-0.7271 


• 


-0. 1978 


-0«2*88 


-0.056y. 


-0.2*77 


"0.9777 • 


«K)*2162 


-0.2712 


-0.0573 


-0.2059 


-0.1*88 


• 




0.S8 35 


-0.33.92 


-0.0769 . 


-0.337 7 


-0.2150 


0.9722. 


-0«3697 


^.0781 


0.1*70 


0.20$8 






' -0*3393 


0.982* 


-0.0968 


HO. 42*9 


-0.2705 


-0.3708 


0.9 752 


""•0.0982 


0. 7232 


0.7177 


* ft 




>0*0W2 


* ^0.0921 


0.996* 


-0.0917 


-0^ 058* 


-0.0800 , 


-0.1003 


0.9961 


0.2721 


0.^2353 


* r 

CO 




0.2^61 


'0*2W3 


H).OlOl 

s 


-0*1755 


0.0692 


0.0994 


0.0348 


-0.0208 


0.1157 


0.*712 


9 


^-0.2814 


-0.3539 


-0. 0802 


0^8853 ' 


-0,2243 


-0.307,5 


-0.3857 


-0.0815 


-0.7393 


-0.6519 


^ 1 

'a 




-0.1882 


-0.2367 ' 


-0.0537 


-0.2357 


0.9303 


-0.205 7 


H),.2580 


-0.05*5 


-0.19 59 


^.1237 






uoooo 


-0*3192 


-*0^072^ 


-0.3178 


-0.2023 


0.91*9 


. -0.3*79^^ . 


-0.0735 


0.138* 


0.2370 






•*0.3192 


1.0000 


-0.0910 


-0.3997 


-0.2545 


-0.3*89 


0.9175 


-0.0924 


0.680* 


0. 732* 






-0.072* 


-0.0910 


1.0000 


-0.0906 


-0.05 77 


-0.0791 


* H).0992 


0^9850 


0.2691 


*^.2165 






-0.3178 


, -0*399 7 


-0.0906 


1.0000 


-0.25 3* 


-4.3*74 


-0.*357 


-0.0920 


-0.8351 


-0.7B09 


^ 1 




**0.2023 


HO. 25*5 


• -0.0577 


-0.253* 


J. 0000 


-0.2211 


-0.2774 


-0.0586 


-0.2106 


-0.1 756 




0.9U9 


-0.3*89 


«»o.a;9i 


-0.3*7* 


•0.2211 


1.0000 


-0.3802 


-0.0803 


0.1513 


0.1611 






-0.3*79 


0.9175 


-0.0992 


-0.*357 


-0.277* 


-0.3802 


^.0000 


-0.1007 


0.7416 


0.6670 






-0.0735 * 


-P*Q92* ' 


. 0.9850 


-0.09^0 


-0.0586 


-0.0803 


-0.100 7 


1.0000 


- 0.2732 


0.2323 






0. 138* 


0. 6eo^ 


,0.269^ 


-0.8351 


-0.2106, 


0.1513 


0.7416 


SO. 2732 


1.0000« 


0.91*0 


i 




0.2370 


0.t32* 


0.2365 


-0.7809 


'-0.175<; 


0.1611 


0.6670 


0>?323 


0.91*0 


1 .0000 



00 

o 



21j 



1 



,71 ^ 

.HCOeL 1 Ml CRITERION « 1 

PREDICTORS » 3- 7 9-18 

R*» 0*7463 RSQ « 0,5570 



80 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.0 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


0.0 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


0.0 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


9 


0»8993 


0.1197 


10 


0.6289 


0.0958 


11 


0.8729 


0.1067 


12 


1.0225 


0.1189 


13 


0.0 


0.0 


14 


-0.0499 


-0.1160 


15 


0.1093 


0.3313 


16 


0.1297 


0.3222 


17 


•0.0406 


-0.0912 


13 


0.2840 


2.0866 


REG. 


CONST. » 


2-9731 



HCOEU 2 M2 CRITERION • 
PREDICTORS » 3- 3 14-18 



R M 0.7448 



RSQ > 0.5548 



55 ITERATIONS, 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0.X671 


0,0977 


4 


-0.0781 


-0.0549 


5 


-040971 


-0.0555 


6 


0.1927 


0.1020 


7 


-0.0616 


-0.1117 


8 


0.6963 


^.1072 

0^0 


14 


0.0 


15 


' 0.2153 


, 0.6549 


16 


0.3453 


0.8575 


17 


0.0 


0.0 


18 


0.1445 


1.0613 


REG. 


CONST. * 


2.6700 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION * 1 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 19-20 



R • 0.7365 

S 

V BETA 
2 0.6958 

19 -0.0708 

20 0.1033 
R6G. CONST. • 



RSQ « 0.5425 

8 

0.3431 
-0.0594 
0.0188 
1.5056 



15 ITERATIONS. 



D-90 



80. VI 

MCOCL 4 H4 CRITERION ■ 1 
PREDICTORS 



0«7359 



2- 2 

RSQ 



0.5416 



V BETA 8 

2 0.7359 0.8917 
REG- CONST. » 1.3552 



r 

X ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION • / 1 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 19-19 
R » 0.7362 RSQ * 0»54'20 



V ,BETA 

, 2 ^ 0.733 5 

19 0.0186 

REG. CONST. » 



B • 
0.8888 
0.0156 ' 
U3258 



2 ITERATIONS, 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.5570 MODEL 1 
RSQ REDUCED « 0.5548 MODEL 2 ' 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0022 

DFN m 4. DFb « 273. F-RATIO 



0.342 P 



F-TEST 2 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE « 
DFN » 7. 



MODEL 2 VS 

0 . 55 48 
» 0.5425 

0*0123 

DFD « 277. 



^ODEL 3 
MODEL 2 
MODEL 3 



F-RATIO 



1.096 



F-TEST- 3 yHODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL "/^ 0,5425 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED • 0.5416 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0008 

DFN - 2. OFD » 284. F-RATiO 



0.261 



. r 

F-TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0.5425 MODEL 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.5420 MODEL 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0005 
DFN.« 1. DFD » ^284. 



3 
5 

F-RATIO 



0.312 



F-TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS HODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0,5420 MODEL 5 

RSQ REDUCED * 0.5416 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0003 

DFN * 1. -OFD - 285. F-RATlO « 6.211 P 



D-91 



Attachment D-6 
(Page 1 of 19) 



REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING 
AT-HOME PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROL 
STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6. 



\ 

\ 



2 VJ The prevb'JS numbered pass in 

Dt93 itte Ofijinal document was blank 



AT HOHE — GRADE 1 — 9-80 HPT/4-81 IT8S AVC, 

PARAMETERS 

CQL I- S - 8 

COL 6^10 3 48 • ' . 

CCL 11-15 - 5 

CCL 16-20 * 4 

COL '21-25 - 1 



DAfA f OR MAT - 


COUHHY) 


0 




INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS 


• 




, MEANS 


4 

1 ' 

. 1.8521 


45i000t^ 


3 

21.4583 


^^S IGHAS 








1 


2 


3 




0.7767 


13.7219 


23.2280 


R HATRIX 




'2' 




1 

• 


l.OODO 


0.7631 


-0.0077 


2 


0. 7631 


1.0000 


0. 1078 


3 


-0.0077 


0.1078 


1.0000 


4 


0.4148 


0.4369 


-0.8471 


5 


0.7750 


0.9862 


0.6712 


6 


' 0. 0978y 


0.2606 


0.9642 


7 


0.5318^^ 


_. 0.564^ • 


-0.7396 


8 


-0.1690 


*-0.1518 ' ' 


0.9238 



ERIC 



READING TOTAL G.E. » 

o 

^ I 



0500 



4 

23.5417 


5 

2213. 2917 


6, 

1000.0000 


7 

1213.2917 


8 

0.5000 


4 

25.6726 


5 

1197.8838 


6 

1250.8586 


7 

1515.5400 


8 

0.5000 


• 4 


5 


• 6 


7 


8 


0.4148 


0. 77 50 


0.0978 


0.5318 


-0.169D 


0.4369 


0.9862 


0.2606 


0.5644 


-0.1518 


-0.84 71 


0.0712 


0.9642 


-0.7396 


0.9238 


1.0000 


0.4628 


-0.7331 


0.9708 


-0.9170 


0.4628 


1.0000 


0.2345 


0.5969 


-0. 1781 


-0.7331 


0.2345 


1,0000 


-0.6400 


0.7995 


0.9708 


0.5969 


-0.6400 


1.0000 


-0.8006 


-0.9170 


-0.1781 


0.7995 . 


-0.80^6 


^ 1.0000 

25X 



80.71 



MODEL 1 HI CRITERION • I 
PREDICTORS " Y ^ ^8 



R » 0,7859 



RSQ « 0,6177 





V 


BETA 


B 




3 


0.8103 


0.0271 




4 


0.0 


0.0 




6 


0.1309 


0.0001 




7 


1*1055 


0.0006 




8 


-0.1372 


-0.2131 




REG. 


CONST. « 


0.6085 



19 ITERATIONS, 



HCDEL 2 H2 CR ITER TON » 
PREDICTORS « 3-5 8-8 
R « 0.78A0 



V 
3 
4 
5 
8 



BETA 
0.0 

0.4365 
0.6345 
0.3443 



REG. CONST, 



RSQ • 0.6146 

B 

0.0 

0.0132 
0.0004 
0.5349 
0.3631 



9 ITERATIONS, 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION » 1 



PREDICTORS 
R « 0.7766 



V 
3 
4 
8 



BETA 
1.0335 
1.6209 
0.3627 



REG. CONST. 



3-4 8-8 
RSQ « 0.6032 

e 

0.0346 
0.0490 
0.5634 
-0.3257 



49 ITERATIONS, 



MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION « 
PREOICTQRS « 2-2 8-8 



R « 0.7650 

V BETA 

2. 0.7548 

a" -0.0544 

REG. CONST. ■ 



RSQ ■ 0.5852 
B 

0.0427 
-0.0845 . ■ 
-0.0 28% 

D-95 



2 .ITERATIONS. 



«./ ^ 



i 



80,71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION;- I 

PREOICTORS * 2- 2 

R » 0,7631 RSQ » 0.5823 



V BETA 
2 0.7631 
REG. CONST, ' 



B 

0.0432 
-0.0917 



1 ITERATION'S. 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.6177 f^OOEL 1 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0.6146 ' HOOEL 2 , 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0030 

OFN « U OFO » 42. F-RATIO 



0.335 P = 0.5X28 ' 



F-TEST 2 
RSQ FULL « 
RSQ REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE ' 
OFN « 1. 



MODEL 2 VS 

0.6146 
' 0.6032 
( 0.0114 

OFD « 43. 



MODEL 3 
MOOEL 
MOOEL 



2 
3 

F-RATIO 



1.277 P 



0.2638 



F-TEST 3 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE « 
DFN - 1. 



MODEL 3 VS 

0.6032- 
• 0.5852 

0.0180 

OFD « 44. 



MODEL 4 
MODEL 
MODEL 



3 
4 

~F-RATIO 



f I. 



993 P 



0.1616 



F-TEST 4 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE « 
DFN » 1. 



MOOEL 4 VS 

0.5852 
' 0.5823 
' 0.0029 

OFD - 45. 



MOOEL 5 
MODEL 
MOOEL 



4 

5 



F-RATIO = 0.313 P * 0.5851 



2 



ERJC 



D-96 



AT HOME — GRADE 2 — 4-80/4-81 ITBS AVG, READING TOTAL G.E. 



PARAMETERS 
CCL 1- 5/« 8 
COL 6-10 « 94 
PCL 11-15 » 5 
CCL 16-20 -4 
CCL 21-25 » 1 

DATA FORMAT ^ (DUMMYI 
INTERCORRELAT'lON ANALYSIS. 



00 

o 



.0500 



MEANS 



f SIGMAS 

■VI 



1 

2.3223 



1 

0.7543 



2 

1.6064 



a, 5969- 



3 

0. 7968 



3 

0.9041 



4 

0.8096 



4 

0.9106 



5 

2.9363 



5 

2.4326 



6 

1.4522 



* 6 

2.2505 



7 

1.4846 



7 

2.2726 



8 

0.5000 



8 

0.5000 



MATRIX 
1' 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


i.odoo 


0.5724 


' ^0.2159 


0.1609 


0.61 76 


0,3398 


0.3246 


0.0804 


2' 


0.5724 


1^0000 


0.3192 


0.3387 


0.9549 


0,5092 


0.5179 


-0.0214 


3 


0.2159 


' 0.3192 


1.0000 


-0.7836 


0.30 78 


0.9141 


-0.5753 


0.8814 


4 


• 0.1609 


0.3387 


-0.7836 


1.0000 


0.3204 


-0,5737 


0.9112 


/-p^889l 


5 

• 


0.6176 


0.9549 


0.3073 


0.3204 


1 .0000 


0.5313 


. 0.5442 


-0.0133 


6 


,0,33 98 


0.5092 


0*9141 


-0,5737 


0. 5313 


1,0000 . 


-0.4215 


0.6453 


7* 


0,3246 


0.5179 


-0.5 758 


0,9112 


0.54 4 2 


-0.4215 


1.0000 


-0.6533 


8 


0.0804 


-0.0214 


0.8814 


-0.8891 


-0.0133 


0.6453 


-0.6533 


1.0000 



254 



80.71 



HCOEL 1 Ml 
PREDICTORS ' 
R * 0.6648 



CRITERION « L 
?- 4 6-8 
RSQ * 0.4420 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


-1.3821 


-1.1532 


4 


0.6132 


0.S080 


6 


1.315,9 


0.4410 


7 


0.3038 


0.1009 


8 


1.1926 


1.7991 


REG. 


CONST. » 


1.1402 



.HCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION * 1 
PREOICTORS - 3-5 8-8 



0.6421 



RSg - 0.4122 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


-0.4341 


-0.3622 


4 ' 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


0.7576 


0.2349 


8 


0.472 9 


' 0.7135 


REG. 


CONST. » 


1.5643 



223 ITERATIONS. 



7 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 3 H3 CRITERION - 1 
3-4 8- «- ' 
R ^0.5986 RSQ » 0.3583 



PREDICTORS' 

A 



V 
3 
4 

8 

REG. 



BETA 
0.6621 
1.1010 
0.4757 
CONST. « 



B 

0.5524 
0.9121 
0.7177 
0.7849 



37 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEL 4 H4 CRITERION - 1 
PREDICTORS « 2-2 8-8 
R - 0.5798 * RSQ » 0.3362 



V BETA, 

2 0.5744 

8 0,0927 

REQ. CONST. - 



B 

0.7258 
1.0866 



2 ITERATIONS. 



D-98 



80.71 



MCDEI. 5 H5 CRITERION "» I 

PREDICTORS ■ 2-2 

R « 0,5724 RSQ/» 0,3276 



V BETA 
2 0.5724 
RE6, CONST. - 



B 

0,7233 
1.1605 



1 ITEI^ATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 - MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.4420 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED » D.4122 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE - 0'.0297 

DFN - 1. DFD - 88, F-RATIO 



4.689 P a 0.0310 



'F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL >^ 

RSQ FULL • 0.4122 MODEtX 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.3583 MODEL ^ 

DIFFERENCE • 0,0539 - 

DFN « 1. DFD - ' 89, F-RATiO 



8.162 P 3 0.0.055 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.3583 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED ■ 0.3962 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0221' 

DFN - 1. DFD » 90. " F-RATlO 



3.105 P « 0,0777 



F-TEST 4 MopEL <?^S MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0.3362 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.3276 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « D.0086 

DFN - 1. DFD » 91. F-RATiO 



1.177 



0.2805 



D-99 




ERJC 



AT HOME GRADE 3 — 4-80/4-81 ITBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E. 

PARAMETERS # 
CCL I- 5 » 8 

COL 6-10 =44 " , 

COL 11-15 » 5 
COL 16-20 » 4 
CCL 21-25 » 1 

if 

DATA FORMAT « <DUMMY) 
INTERCORRELATIDN ANALYSIS. 



00 

o 



0500 



o 
Q 



MEANS 

SIGMA S 

R MATRIX 
I 
2 
3 
4 

_ 5 
• 6 
7 
8 



2.7114 



1 

0-.8125 



1.0000 



' 0 



0. 704 8 
0.1449 
0.2854 
0.7072 
0.3305 
0.4030 
-0.09 79 



2 

1.7682 



2 

0.5992 



2 

0.7048 
1.0000 
0.2841 
0*3268 
0.9745 
0.4906 
0.5207 
>0.0228 



ERIC 



3 

0.8773 



3 , 
0.-9732 



0.1443 
0.2841 
' 1.0000 
-0.8133 
0.2800 
0.9199 
-0.6161 
. 0.9014 



'4 

0.8909 



4 • - 
0.9874 



4 

0.2854 
0.3268 

-0.8133 
1.0000 
0.3154 

-0.6091 
0.9232 

-0.9023 



5 

3.4855 



5 

2.6631 



5 

0 . 70 7 2 
0.9745 
0.2800 
0.3154 
1.0000 
0.5068 
0.53-11 
-0-0195 



6 

1.7168 



6 

2.5^34 



6 

0.3305 
0.4906 
0.9199 

>0.6091 
0.5068 
1.0000 

-0.4614 
0.6750 



7 

1.7686 



7 

2.5877 



7 

0.4030 
0.5207 

-0.6161 
0.9232 
0.5311 

-0.4614 
1.0000 

-0.^835 



8 

0.5000 



8 

0.5000 



8 

•0.0979 
•0.0228 

0.9014 
•0.9023 
•0.0195 ^ 

0.6750 
•0.6835 

l.OOOQ 

2dD 



80.71 



MCOEL I HI CRITERION « I 
PREoiCTORS - 3« 4 6-8 



R • 0.7171 



V 
3 
4 
6 

7 

8 



BETA 
0*2965 
0.2465 
0.55&5 
0.4929 
-0.1828 



REG. CONST. 



RSQ • 0.5143 

B 

0.2475 
0.2029 
0.1734 
0.15.48 
-0.2970 
1.8 820 



135 ITERATIONS* 



MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION ■ I 
PREOI.CTORS « 3-5 8-8 



R ■ 


0.7177 


RSQ - 0.5151 


V 


-BETA 


B 


3 


0.49 54 


0.4136 


4 


0.2 795 


0.2300 


5 


0.4748 


0.1449' 


8 


-0.2859 


-0.4645 


REG. 


CONST. - 


1.8710 



98 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 3 H3 
PREOICTORS • 
R • 0.7120 

V BETA 

3 1.2290 

4 1.0750 
8 -0.2328 

REG. CONST. - 



CRITERION - I 
3-4 8-3 
RSQ • 0.5070 
B 

1.0260 • 
0.8845 
-0.3732 
1.2124 



38 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEL 4 H4 CRITERION » 
PREOICTORS ■ 2-2 3-8 



R « 0.7095 

V BETA 

2 0.7929 

8 -O.0819 

REG. CCNST. « 



RSQ « 0.5034 
B 

0.9532 
-0.1331 
1.0925 



2 ITERATIONS. 



D-iOl 



71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 

R ■ 0,7048 RSQ ■ D.4967 1 ITERATIONS. 

V . BETA B 
2 0.7048 0.9557 
REG. CONST. > 1.D215 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS HDDEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.SU3 HDDEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5151 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE ■ -0.0008 ^ 
DFN - 1- DFD ■ 38. F-RAT.IO » D.O P' » 1.0000 



F-TEST 2 M8DEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL > 0.51S1 ' MODEL 2 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.S070 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE ' 0.0081 

DFN » 1. DFD ■ 39. F-RATIO » 0,651 P » 0.4303 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL - 0.5070 MODEL 3 * 

RSQ REDUCED - 0.5034 MO«EL 4 . 

DIFFERENCE ■ 0,ao35 

DFN • 1. DFO » 40. F-RATID ■ D.287 P « 0,6015 

( ■ • 

F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL - '0.5034 MODBi. 4 

RSQ REDUCED > 0.4967 MODEL 5 S 

DIFFERENCE » 0,0067 

DFN » 1. DFD » 41. F-RATIO « D.55-4 P » 0.4676 



On 1 



D-102 



AT HOME — GRADE 4 — 4-80/4-81 I TBS AVG. READING TOT.AL G.E. 

PARAHEtERS 

COL I- 5 » 8 

COL 6-10 • 28 ' 

COL 11-15 - 5 

COL 16-20 » 4 

COL 21-25 » I 

DATA FORMAT - ( DUMMY ) 



0500 



INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



-H6 AN S 



1 

2'SIGHAS 



R MATRIX 

2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 



3.6321 
1 

0. 76 1 1 



I 

1.0000 
0.7128 
0.0591 
0.2191 
0.6952 
0.1887 
0.2955 
-0. 1079 



2 

2.8357 



0.5752 
2 

0.7128 
I. 0000 
0.2017 
0.1882 
0.9931 
0.3508 
0. 3407 
0.0124 



3 

1.4214 



3 

1.4771 



3 

0.0591 
0.2017 
1 .0000 

-0. 9240 
0. 1998 
0.9714 

-0.8363 
0.9623 



4 

1.4143 



4 

1.4730 



4 

0«.2191 
0.^882 

•0.9240 
1.0000 
0.1975 

•0.8371 
0.9716 

•0.9601 



5 

8.3721 



5 

3. 34 82 



5 

0.6952 
0.9931 
0. 1998 
0.1875 
1.0000 
•0.35 36 
0.3426 
0.00 96 



6 

4.2021 



4.ai97 
6 

0.1887 
0.3508 
0.9714 

-0.8371 
0.3536 
1.0000 

-0.7577 
0.8719 



7 

4.1700 



7 

4.7987 



7 

0.2955 
0.3407 

-0.8363 
0.9716 
0.3426 

-0.7577 
I. 0000 

-0.8 690 



2C2 



8 

0.5000 



8 

0.5000 



8 

-0. 1079 
0.0124 
0.9623 

-0.9601 
0.0096 
^ 0.8719 

-0.8690 
1.0000 

2C3 



80.71 



MODEL 1 HI CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS » 3« 4 6- 8 

R « 0.7566 RSQ » 0.5725 807 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


7.7864 


4.0124 


4 


1.7061 


0.3816 


6 


-3.1075 


-0.4907 


7 


-0.1317 


-0.0 209 


8 


-3.3712 


-5.1319 


REG. 


CONST. » 


1.3972 



ft 



MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 
PREDICTORS » 3-5 8-8 



R » 


0.7458 


RSQ = 0. 


V 


BETA 


8 


3 


4.5984 


2.3696 


4 


3.7028 


1.9133 


5 


-0.9084 


-0.2065 


3 


-0.9713 


-1.4786 


REG. 


CONST. = 


0.0262 



388 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 3 H3 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS » 3-4 8-8 



R « 0.7358 

V BETA 

3 2.1770 

4 1.5156 
8 -0-7478 

REG. CONST. » 



RSQ » 0.5414 

8 

1.1218 
0.7831 
-1.1383 
1.4992 



97 ITERATIONS- 



MCDEL 4 H4 CRITERION = I 
PREDICTORS » 2-2-8-8 



R « 0.7223 

V BETA 

2 0.7142 

8 -0.1168 

REG. CONST. « 



RSQ » 0.5217 

B ' , 
0.9451 
-0.1778 
1.0410 



2 ITERATIONS. 



V 



80.71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION ■ 1 

PREDICTORS • 2- 2 

R « 0.7128 RSQ « 0.5081 

V BETA 8 

2 0.7128 0.9432 
REG. CONST. » 0.9576 



1 ITERATIONS^ 



F-TEST- 1 . MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL - 0.5725 MODEL I 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.5563 MODEL 2 
DIFFERENCE - 0.0162 

DFN " I- DFD » 22. F-RATIO 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL • 0.5563 MODE! 2 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5414 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE* 0.0149 

DFN • 1. DFD - 23. F-RATIO 




0.335 P - 0.3739 



0.771 P « 0.3928 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.541.4 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.5217 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0197 

DFN « I. DFD - 24. F-RATIO 



1.030 P « Q.3214 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0.5217 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5081 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0136 

DFN « I. DFD » 25. F-RATIO 



0.713 P « 0.4112 



D-105 



.ERIC, 



AT HOME — GRADE 5 — '»-80/'r-8l IT8S AVG. READING TOTAL G.E. 



PARAMETERS 

ca 1- 5 = a 

CCL 6-10 - ifZ 

COL U-15 » 5 

CCL 16-20 - 4 

CCL 21-25 » 1 

DATA FORMAT » <OUHrtY» 



o 



0500 



INTERCORRELATION<ANALYSIS« 



MEANS 



f SIGMA S 

o 




1 

1*6596 



2 

3*7071 



2 

1.4620 



3 

1.8 500 



3 

2.1155 



4 

1.8571 



2.1292 



15.8802 



12.7563 



6 

7.8978 



6 

11.8821 



7 

7.982'f 



12.1501 



8 

0.5000 



8 

0.5000 



R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 



3 

0.3887 
0.3362 
1.0000 

-0. 7628 
0.327^1 
0.<^389 

-0.57*5 
0.8745 



4 

0.2618 
0.3526 

-0.7628 
1.000(^ 
0.3528 

■0.5798 
0.9374 

•0.8722 



5 

0.9288 
0.9876 
0. 32 74 
0.3528 
1.0000 
0.5155 
0.5457 
-0.0066 




8 

0.0201 
•0.0049 

0.8745 
'0.8722 
•0.0066 

0.6647 
'0.6570 

1.0000 



HGOEL I Ml CRITEprON - 
PREDICTORS » 3-4 6-8 





0.9574 


RSO » 0.9167 


294 ITERATIONS. 


V 


BETA 


B 




3 


2.1581 


1.6930 




4 


0.2356 


0.1837 


• 


6 


-0.3807 


-0.0532 




7 


0.6075 


0.0830 


r 


8 


-I'. 0095 


-3.3507 




REG. 


CONST. « 


2.5597 





MCOEL 2 H2 CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS - 3-5 8-8 

R - 0.9549 ' RSO » 0.9119 126 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


1-5980 


1.2536 


4 


1-1573 


0.9021 


5 


-0.0051 


-0,00J]7 


8 


-0.3709 


-1.2311 


REG. 


CONST, m 


1.2317 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS s 3-4 8-8 



R » 0.9550 

V SETA 

3 1,567B 

4 1.1804 
8 -0,3213 

REG. CONST, « 



RSO - 0.9119 
B 

1,22^9 
0.9201 
-1.0666 
1.1492 



35 ITERATIONS. 




D-107 



80.71 



ERJC 



MOOEL 4 H4 CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS " 2-2 8-8 

R « 0.9441 RSQ « 0.8912 

, V 8ETA 8 

- 2 0.9439 1.0715 

8 0.0247 0.0820 

REG. CONST. « 0.5870 



2 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEL 5 M5 

PREOICTORS a 

•R « 0.9437 

V BETA 
2 0.9437 
REG. CONST. « 



CRITERION « 1 
2- 2 
RSQ > 0.8906 
B 

1.0713 
0.6285 



1 ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 MOOEL I VS MOOa 2 ^ 
RSQ PULL « 0.9167 HOOEL 1 

RSQ REDUCEO « 0.9119 HOOEL 2 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0048 

OFN « 1. OFO * 36. F-RUIO 



2.058 P ' 0.1566 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.91l§ • MODEL 2 , 
RSQ REDUCED « 0.9119 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE " -D.DQDl ' ^ 
OFN * 1. . OFO ■ 37. F-RATID 



0.0 



P ' 1.0000 



F-TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « ^ 0.9119 MOOEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.8912 HOOEL 4 

DIFFERENCE ■ 0.0207 

DFN*« '1. OFO « 38. F-RATIO 



8.933 



0.0051 



F-TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0*8912 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.8906* MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE " 0.0006 

OFN « 1. OFO * 39. F-RATID 



0.219 



P » 0.6474 



D-108 



AT HOME — GRADE 6 — 4-80M-81 ITBS AVG. READING TOTAL G,E, 



PARAMETERS 
COL I- 5 « 
CCL 6-10 « 
CCL 11-15 = 
COL 16-20 « 
COL 21-25 » 



DATA FORMAT « (DUMMY I 



o 



0^0 



/ INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



7 

o 



MEANS 


1 


2* 


3 


•4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


■ 


ft7 




2.2 7fll 


2. 3219 


22. 1794 


10.9228 • 


11.2566 


0.5000 


SIGMAS 


I 


2 


3 t 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 




0.9040 


1.0096 


2. 3944 


2.4219 


9.1844 


12. 7530 


12. 9469 


0. 5000 


R MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 




1.0000 


o'.8348 


0.0063 * 


0. 3417 ♦ 


0*86 75 


0.1777 


0.4403 / 


-0.1936 


-2 * 


^ 0.8348 


1.0000 


0.1834 


.0.2355 


0.98 30 


0.3325 


0.369<3 


-0.0433 


3 


0.0063 


0.1834 


1.0000 


-0.9122 


0. 1818 


0.9708 • 


-0.8272^ 


0.9515 


4 


0.3417 


0.23 5 5 


-0.9122 


1.0000 


0.23 00 


-0.8211 


0.9720 


-0.9587 


5 


0.8675 


" • 0.9830 


0.1818 


• 0.2300 


1.0000 


0.3388 


0.3757 


-0.0363 




0.1777 


0.3325 


0. 9708 


-0.8211 


0.3388 


1 .0000 


-0.7447 


0.8565 


7 


0.4403 


0.3699 


-0.8272 


0.9720 


0.3757 


-0.7447 


1.0000 


-0.8694 


8 


-0.1936 


-0.0433 


0.9515 


-0.9587 


-0.03 63 


0.8565 


-0.8694 


1.0000 



ERIC 



27a 



9 '-J 1' 



80.71 



^COEL I Ml CRITERION • I 
PREDICTORS «■ 3- 4. 6- 8 





R « 


0.9020 


RSQ > 0.8135 




• 

: V 


BETA 


8 




- 3 


«2.5080 


-0.9,469 




4 


0.0 


o.d 




6 


2.7632 


0.L962 


* * 


7 


L.LL34 


0.0777 




' ' " ' 8 


Q.7896 


1.4275 




R6G. 


CONST- » 


4.2938 




MODEL 2 HZ CRIT^rTON - I 




PBEDlttORS * 


3-5 8-8 


i 


R « 


0*3900 


RSQ » 0.7922 


v.- 


V 


BETA 


8 




3 


-I.K73 


-0.4256 . 




4 


-U4533 


-0.5426 




5 


L.3899 


G.L36d 




a 


-0,A673 


-0.3448 




REG. 


CONST. « 


5.486.5 



416^ ITERATIONS. 



216 ITERATIONS. 



' ^^EL. 3 H3 CRITERION * 1 
PREDICTORS « 3-4 8-" 8 " 



RSQ « 0^7219 




B 



■ ''BETA 

, U9909 0iJ^9 

1.9665 *63f340 

-O.1930 -0.3439 



REG. CONST. - 2.635,3 
* • 

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION » "l- 
PREDlCro'RS » 2- 2 8-8 

0.7217 



R, »■ 0.3495 RSQ 

^ V BETA 
2 0.8279 



/ '8 -0.157"/ 

Vreg. const. - 



8 

0.7413 
-0.285i 
2'.60L5 



5!^TERATipNS. 



r 



/ 



2 -ITE'^ATIONS. 



80.71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 

PREDICTORS -2-2 

R » 0.8348 RSO « 0.6968 

V BETA B 

2 D,8348y 0,7474 
v)*REG<. CONST, a 2.4307 



F-TEST 1 MODEL I VS MODEL 2* 
RSQ FULL » 0.8135 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.7922 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE = 0,0214 

DFN » 1. DFD » 26. F-RATIO 



1 ITERATIONS. 



J 



-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0.7922 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.7219 • MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0702 

OFN - 1. DFD » 27. F-RATiO 



2.979 P = 0.0928 



i 

9.126 P 3 0.p056 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FU,LL » 0.7219 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED ■ 0.7217 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0^0003 

DFN « . 1* DFD » 28- F-RATtO 



0.027 



0.8640 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 ^ 
RSO FULif » *0.7217 MODEL 4 " 

RSQ. REDUCED * 0.6968 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0248 

OFN n 1, DFD - ' 29. F-RATIO 



2.587 



0.1150 
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MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-2 



Model 1: 



Y -'a U + a X^3) + ^ X^^^ + a X^^) + a X^^^ + a X^^) + 
0. 1 2 3 A 5 

• a- X(5> + a,x(^0> + a x(ll> + a X^^) + .^d^) + 



Model 2: Y - a^^U + a^^x(3) + a^3x(^> + a^^X^S) + a^^X^^) + 



'21 



X('> + a..x(S> + a.,x(l^> + a,,.x(15) ^ ^^^^^^^^ + 



22' 



23 



24 



a X(17) + a X(18) + e 
26 27 



Mod|l 3: 



Model A: 



Y - a.„U +-a^^x(3) + a,.x(^> a^.X^^) + a,,x(^>* a„x('> * 



28 



30 



31 



32 



33 



a^x(l^) + a^^x(I5) + a^^xd^) + a^,x(17)j. a^^X^^^) + e 



-^A 



36 



37 



38 



Y - a U + a,^X^2^ + a^ , 
- 39 AO Al 



X(IA) ^. v(15) + , x(16) + 
A2 - A3 



a X(17) + a x(18) + e 
AA AS 



'Model 5: 



Y - a, U + a, X^^ '+J 
A6 A7 



. .'a 



ERJC 



Where, 



Y « postcesc 

U • unit vector 

x(2) m pretest 

x(3) • pretest If member of groop 1 
• pretest If member ofyg^<>^P 2 

x(5) m pretest IfpdfiSer^^ ?f gro'up J 

x(6) • pretest If member of group 4 

X*^''' ■ pretest if member of group 5 



0, otherwise 

0, otherwise 

I* 

0, otherwise 
d» otherwise 
0, otherwise 
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X 



(8) 

(9) . 



x(io) 
x(u) 

X(12) 



X 



(13) 

c(i4) 

C(15) 
-(16) 
-(17) 
-(18) 



■ variable 2 squared 
variable 3 squared 

■ variable 4 squared 

■ variable 5 sq^uared 
- variable 6 squared 

■ variable 7 squared 
If member of group 1; 0, otherwise 
If member of group 2; 0, otherwise 
if member of group 3; 0, otherwise 
If member of group 4; 0, otherwise 
if member ofygroup 5; 0, otherwise 



X 



ERIC 
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REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING SCHOOLWIDE 
PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS, 
AND FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6. 



"A 



^ 4 U 



The prevhi;s ni?mScr^cf p^rji fn 
the ijirtsl document v-as bhnk 

D-115 



OUTPUT F^OH PROORA^ RECRAN 

ANALYSIS i — ITBS-SMP VS T| VS FTl ~ GrAOE I 

^ARAHETERS 

COi 1- 5 • 19 

CCL 6*10 • 5U 

Ca M*15 » 5 

CCl 16*20 • * 

CCL 21*25 • , I 

OAT A F0RHAT » (OUHHYl 
INTERCURRELAriQN ANALYSIS. 



Hi ahs 




1. 33*6 


y 
c 

3*, 1799 


3.3250 


' 2.8859 


5 

19. 1373 


HFANS 




11 

JL ft 1 & 1 Q f 


12^ 
7 1 • *c r 7 


13 


1* 

0.10** 


15 

Mm Mi 'i'f 


SIOHAS 

>L s ioha s 




1 

?n**i6i 


2 

Jl 1 9 9 

229.922* 


3 

I U. 0 707 
1 3 

600.5352 


* 

in 7 ft A f 
0.3058 


s 

If. 9J 70 

0.26*1 


R HATRiX 




1 


2 


3 


* 


5 


t 




1.0000 


0. 3771 


•0.002* 


0.2288 


-0.08 36 






0.3771 


1.0000 


-0.0192 


0.1860 


0.2026 






•0.002* 


•0.0192 


1.0000 


^.0928 


-0. 35 55 






0.2?88 


0.1860 


-0.0928 


1.0000 


-0.3PU 






-0.0836 


0.2026 


-0.3555 


-0.301* 


1.0000 






-0.090* 


M). 1052 


-0.0797 


, -0.0675 


-0.2588 




• 


0.1915 


0.2368 


•0. 1568 


-0.13*7 


•0.5159 






0.37dl 


0.9900 


-0.02*0 


0.1939 


0. 1936 


9 




0.026* 


0.0*83 


0.976/S 


-0.0857 


-0. 3282 


10 




0.2337 


0.2126 


-o.oeo* 


.0.9900 


-0.2905 


11 




•0^01*8 


0.3622 


-0.3151 


-0.2672 


0.9699 


FRIC • 


4 


-0.0900 
0.209* 


-0.0553 
0.2939 


-0.07*0 
-0. 1505 


-0.0627 
-0.1276 


-0.2*03 
-0.*S8f 



/ 

0850 



0970 



6 

1 .6789 


7 

7.1528 


8 

123*. 2*18 


9 

112.075^ 


1 0 

11*. 1857 


0. 566 7 


17 

0^1 0 580 


18 
0. 195* 






6 

6 . 9 720 


7 

1* .898 7 


8 

5 36. 52 1 8 


9 

366. 9526 


1 0 

*22 . * 3 70 


16 
0.^955 


1 7 
0.2338 


1 8 • 
0.3^6 5 






6 


f 




9 




H>v090* 


0. 1915 


0.3741 


0.026"* 


0. 2337 


-0. 1057 


0.2368 


0.9900 


0.0*83 


0.21?»S 


-0.0797 


-0.1588 


-0.02*0 


0.9766 


-0."0«i*i* 


-0.0675 


-0.13*7 


0.1939' 


-0.0857 


0.9900 


-0.2588 


-0.5159 


0.1936 


-0.3282 


•0.2905 


1.0000 


-*0. 11S6 


-0.1117 


•0.0735 


-J.^651 


-0.1156 


1.0000 


0.2*28 


'-').4*66 


-0. 1^'>8 


•-0.1117 


0.2*28 


1.0000 


0.0*51 


0.22)1 


-0.0735 


-0.1*66 


0.0*51 


1.0000 


-O.ofi?^ 


-0.0651 


-0. 1298 


0.2231 


•0.0826 


1 .0000 


-0.229* 


•0.*<i73 


0.3^92 


•0.2909 


-0.2575 


0.97«2 


-0.107* 


-0.06*6 


-0.0681 


-0.0605 


-O.IOIS 


0.98S3 


0.30*6 


♦0.1389 


^ -0.1729 





0«2171 


O.U3^ 


-0.09*S 


0.9820 


16 


•0.1796 


-0.0580 


-0. 3783 


-0.3208 


1? 


-0.0960 


-0.1603 


•o.oeaj 


-0.0696 


18 


0.1590 


0.1^76 


-0.1630 


-0.1382 




11 


12 




1^ 


1 


-o.oMa 


•0.0900 


0.209* 


-0.0366 


2 


0.3622 


H3.0553 


0. 2939 


' -0*098 7 




-0.3151 


-0.07^0 


-0.1505 


0.9687 












-0.2672 


-0^0627 


^.1276 


-0.0958 


5 


0.969a 


•0,2*03 


-0.*887 


-0.3670 


6 


-0.229S 


0.9782 


-0.1095 


-0.082 2 


1 


-0.^573 


-0.107* 


0.9853 


-0. 16*0 


6 


f 0.3592 


-0.06*6 


0«30*6 


•0.1026 


9 


-0.2909 


-0.0683 


-0.1389 


0.89*3 


10 


-0.2575 


•0.0605 


-0. 1229 


-0.0423 


11 


l.OCOO 


•0.2131 


-0.*333 


-0*3253 


12 


•0*2131 


1.0000 


-0. 1017 


-0.076* 


13 


-0*^33^3 


-0.1017 


1.0000 


-0*1553 


\h 


•0*32 53 


-0.076* 


-0*1553 


1.0000 


15 


-0.2721 


-O«0639 


-0.1299 


-0.0975 


16 


0^8329 . 


^.^5M^ 


-0.^202 


-0* 3906-- 


17 


-0«2364 


0.9012 


•0.1129 


-0.08*8 




-0.^69^ 


-0*1102 


0.9230 


-0.1683 



lERiq 



27J 



\ 



-0.3069 
0.9395 
-0.2667 
•0.52 95 

15 

0.2171 

0.1*3* 
-0.09*5 

0.9820 
-O.3069 
-0.^0688 
-0.1371 

0.1*88 
-0.087? 

0.9*63/ 

-0.2721 

•0.0639 

-0.1299 

•0.0975 

1 .0000 
« 

^^26?- 

-0*0709 

•0.1*07 



-0.0698 
-0.275* 
0*9 702 
-0.1187 

16 

•0.1 796 
-0.0580 
-0. 3783 
-0.3208 
0.9395 
-0.275* 
-0.5*91 
-0.060* 
-0.3*93 
-0.3091 
0.8329 
-0.2558 
-0.5202 
-0* 3906 
-0*3267 

1 .0000 ' 
-0.2839 
-0*5635 



-0. J371 
-0.5*91 
-0.1192 
0.97*3 

17 
-0.0860 
•0.1603 
-0.0821 
-0.0696 
*»0.266 7 
0.9702 
-K>.n92 
-0.1610 

-0.0758 

It 

-0.0671 
-0.236* 

0.9012 
-0.1129 
•0.08*8 
-O.0709 
-0.2839 

1.0000 
•0.122^ 



0.US8 
-0.060* 
-0.1610 

0*15')5 

18 
0.1 S90 

0.1*76 
•0. 1630 
•0.13<i2 
•0.5295 
-0.1187 
ip.97*3 

0. 150S 
•0.1505 
-0.1332 
-0.*69* 
•0.1102 

0.9230 
•0.1683 
-0*1*07 
-0.5635 
-^.122^ 

1.0000 



-0.0872 
•0. 3*93 
-0.0758 

i 

-0. 150S 



0.9*63 
-O.3091 
-0.0671 
-0. 1332 



V 



80.71 



MODEL 1 Ml CRITERION « I 
PREDICTORS » 3- 7 9-18 



0.4447 



RSQ « 0.1978 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 

• 


0.0 


0*0 


4 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


0.0116 


0.Q004 


6 


0.0 


0.0 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


9 


0,2779 


0.0004 


10 


0.2983 


0.0004 


11 


0.4301 


0.0003 


u 


-0.0524 


•0.0001 


13 


0.4399 


0.0004 


14 


-0.0271 


-0.0498 


15 


0.1345 


0.2862 


16 


-0,0371 
0.1566 ' 


-0.0420 


17 ^ 


0.3762 


* 13 


■ 0.049A 


0.0701 


REG. 


CONST. » 


0.8706 



77 ITERATIONS, 



MCDGL 2 M2 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS « 3- 8 14-18 



R « 


0.4450 


RSQ » 0. 


V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.1213 


0.0068 


if 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


•0.0780 


0.0025 


6 


-0.3205 


'-0.0258 


7 


0.2105 


0.0079 


8 


0.2971 


0.0003 


14 


-0.0318 


-0.0583 


15 


0.2373 


0.5047 


16 


0.0 


0.0 


17 


0.3427 


0.8236 


18 


0.0 > 


0.0 


REG, 


CCMST. - 


0^7879 



83 ITERATIONS. 



2s 



^4 



ERJC 



D-ua 



80.71 



HOOEL \h3 criterion » I 
PfEOICTOW -3-7 lA-18 
R » 0.^58 RSQ » 0,;988 



• V 


BETA 


3 


3 


0,4741 


0.0265 


4 


0,5629 


0.0307 


5 


0.7149 


0.0225 


6 


-0.0625 


-0.0050 


7 


0,7435 


0.0280 


14 


-0.0304 


-0.0559 


15 


■y 0,0427 


0,0908 


16 


-0.0047 


-0.0053 


17 


0.3295 


0.7916 


13 


0,0 


0.0 


REG. 


CONST, a 


0.4903 



^COEL 4 M4 CRITERION « I 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 14-18 



R » 0.4342 



RSQ " 0.1886 



V 


BETA 


B 


2 


0.3327 


0.0230 


14 


0.0413 


0,0759 


15 


0,1935 


\ 0.4115 


16 


0.0 


\ 0.0 


17, 


0.0 


lo.o 


13 


0.1425 


0.2019 


REG. 


CONST, • 


/0.4697 



63 ITERATIONS. 



7 ITERATIONS. 




D-119 



80.71 



MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION - I 

« 

PREDICTORS » '2- 2 

R « 0,3771 RSQ « 0,H22 I ITERATIONS, 

V BETA . B 

' 2 0,3771 0.0261 
R£G<. CONST, - 0,^433 



F-TEST 1 MODEL I VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL-- 0,1978 MODEL I 

RSQ REDUCED » 0,1980 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE » -0,CC02 

OFN « 4, DFO « 502, F-RATIO « 0.0 P » I .0000 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL a 0,1980 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED « 0,1988 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE » -0.0008 « 

OFN » U DFO » 506. F-RATlO » 0.0 P = l.ODOO 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSg FULL » 0*1988 ^ MODEL 3 
RSQ REDUCED «' 0,1886 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » O.01O2 

DFN » ^« DFD » 507, F-RATIO = l,5l4 P » 0.1632 



F-TEST 4 MOD£L 4 VS ^40DEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0, 1886 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED - 0,U22 MODEL 5 

D (FFERENCe ■ 0,0464 

OFN » 4, DFtr » 5U. F-RATIO » 7.306 «> = O.OOOl 




D-I20 



I 



o 
I 



OUTPUr frCm progrAh regran 

ANALYSIS I — » IT6S-SWP VS 11 vi f 11 — GRADE 2 

PARAMETERS 

Cft I- 5 - la 

cot 6*^10 - ^23 

CCl * *^ 5 

cot 16-20 • i 

cot 21-25 - I 

OAIA FORHAr > IDUAHYl 
IKrfRCORREtAriON ANALYSIS* 
HFANS 
*<tAN$v 

S IG^yS 

SIGHAS 

R MATRIX 
I 
2 
3 

5 
6 
I 

a 

9 
10 

11 

12 



0970 



ERIC" 



1 
1 

1*6766 


c 

U0660 


3 

o.Mo;^ 


4 

0*0664 


5 

0* 5716 


6 

0*0630 


U 
n / # 7 


12 
u* uv^o 


13 
0*2^18 


14 
0« 1 25 3 


15 
0. 056 7 


16 
0* 5296 


\ 

U * O C 1 o 


2 

V * 90 J £ 


3 

0* 3 8 79 


4 

0*2 624 


5 

0* 5921 


6 

0* 2965 


1 1 
1 1 

0*76^6 


1 y 

0*3666 


1 3 
0*5663 


14 
0*3311 


15 
0.2313 


16 
0«4991 


1 






4 


5 


6 


1 •WW 


0*20 1 1 


0* 2101 


-0*0012 


0*0360 


-0*1306 


Om 2011 


1*0000 


0*1469 


0*1303 


0* 3161 


0.0587 


u* ^ |U 1 


0* I ^69 


1*0000 


-0*0650 


-0*3419 


-0*1011 


-0*0012 


' 0*1303 


-0*0850 


UOOOO 


-0*2211 


-0.0656 


0*0360 


0. 3161 


-0*3469 


-0*2271/ 


1*0000 


-0*2102 


^0*1308 


o.osar 


-0*1011 


-0*0656 


-0.2102 


1.0000 


0*01 03 


0*1^91 


, -0.1655 


-0*1077 


-0.44 21 


-0{^282 


0*21 76 


0*9560 


0*1446 


0*1470 


0*2963 


0.0475 


0*210^ 


0* 1613 


0. 9825 


-0*0601 


-0*32 6« 


-0*0953 


0*0161 


'o*t559 


-0*0602 


0.9859 

* 


-e*2l43 


-0*0621 


0* D697 


0*4103 


-0. 3120 


-0*2031 


0*9725 


-0.2416 


-o.ieii 


0.09<^6 


-0*0929 


-0*0604 


-C* 24»JI- 




0.03^0 


0*1961 


-0. 15)a 


-O.IOCI 


y^*4n?rt ^ 


^ -0.1111 


0.IA31 


o*o';'>i 




-o^pflioo y 




-0*|OS*> 



0990 



7 

0.2047 

17 
0*0951 

7 

0*4471 

17 
0*2790 

1 

0.0163 
0*1451 
-0.1655 
-0*1077 
-0*4421 
-0*1262 
1*0000 
0*1343 
-0.1559 
-0*1016 
-^0*3953 
-0^1 177 
0*9>i06 
-OCI 70 



8 

1*2692 

18 
0*2033 

6 

a.6495 

19 
0*40?5 

6 

0*2176 
0*9560 
0*1446 
0*1470 
0.2963 
0*0475 
0. 1343 
1.0000 
0*1935 
0* 1794 
0*4225 
0.1036 
0.>02S 



9 

0*1701 



9 

0*49<)6 
9 

0*2104 
0.1813 
0.9925 
-010801 
-0.32fl8 
-0.0953 
-0.l5S<i 
0.1935 
1*0000 
^0.07 56 
'^0.2940 
-O.na 75 
-0.1449 



10 
0.0642 

10 
0.3793 

10 

0*0191 

0. J559 
-0.0902 

0*9959 
-0*2143 
-O*06;>l 
-0. 1016 

0*1794 
-0.'^756 

1*0000 
-0*19U 
-0*0570 
-0.09^*4 



^ — =- 



I 









i 

/ 




A 




• * 






I 5 


.^0.020^ 


o,o7oa 


-0.0886 


0,9590 


16 


•0,0271 


0,0^95 


-0«393^ 


•0,2495 


• 


«0« 1^53 






•v > U f I f 


19 


* * -0.00^6 


-0.0820 


-0*1826 


•O.J 1 88 


TR IX 


It 


t2 


13 

* 




M 


0,0697 


-0,1211 


8;.a3sn 


0,1831 


2 


O.^lOBv 


O: 0996V 


0, 1981 


0,0551 


3 


-0. 3120 


-q.0929 


-0,1539 


0.9546 


S 


-0,2031 


•0,060^ 


'»0,1001 


-0,0890 


5 


* 0,9725 


•0,2^81 


-0,^108 


-0,3654 


6 


-0.2^16 


0,97^1 


-0,ll9l 


-0. 1059 


7 


•0,39 53 • 


-0.1177 


0,9806 


-0,1733 


8 


0,^225 


0,1036 


0.2025 


0,0523 




* *-0*29*0> 


• -OiO«7 5 


-0,1 **9 


0,8996 


10 


*o', 1916 


-0,05 7a 


•0,09^^ 


-0.0840 


11 


1,0000 


-0,2218 


rO,3673 


•0.326 7 


la 


-0*2218 


1,0000 


-0*1093 


-0,0973- 


13 

IS 


-0,^673 " 
•0,3267 


-0,10^3 
•^,0973 


1,0000 
•0,1610 


-0,1610 

r 

1,0000 


15 


•n0.211 7 


-0,0630 


-0,1044 


-0,0921 


16 


0,6137 


•0.2726 


•0. 45U 


-0,4015 


17 , 


-0,?6 3 3 


0,6^25 


•0,1298 


-0, 1154 


10 


•0,^361 


-0. 1298 


0.8423 


-0,1912 




9 






« 



lERlC, 



2SG 



-0,2368 
0.9100 
•0.2945 
•0.4877 

15 

-0,02 0 4 

0,0708 
-0,0896 

0,9590 
-0,2368 
-0.0686 
•0,112 3 

0,0814 
•0,08 3 5 

0,9049 
-0.2117 
-0,06 30 
-0. 1044 
-0v09 28 

1,0000 
•0:26O<? 
•0,0748 
-0,i;?39 



•0.06f^^ 
-0*2970 
* 0,9177 
-0. 1414 

16 
•0.0271 

0,0395 
-0.3834 
-0,2495 

0,9100 
-0,2970 
-0,4858 

0.017 7 
-0,3613 
-0,2355 

0,8137 
-0,2726 
•0.45U 
•-0,4015 
-0, 2602 

1.0000 
-0.3236 
-0*5360 



•0.1123 ^ 

•0.4858 

•0.1397 

0,90^5 

17 

•0.1453 
-0.076^ 
-0,1102 
•0.0717 
-0,2945 

0,9177 
-0.1397 
-0.0 726 
•0.1059 
•0,0677 
-0,2633 

0,8425 
•0.1298 
-0,1154 
-0,0748 
•0,3236 

1.0000 
-0,1541 



0,0914 
0,0177 
•0.0726 
-0.0614 

-0.00'#6 
•0,0820 
-0,1826 
-0,1188 
-0,4877 
«0,1414 
0.9065 
. -0,0614 

-o. 172/ 

-0,1121 
•0,4 361 
-0,1298 

0,8423 
•0,1912 
-0,1239 
-0,5.360 
-0,1541 

1.0000 



-0,0^^35 
-0,361 3 
-0.1039 
-0.17?0 



V 0.9^^49 
•0,2^55 

.-0.067 7 
-0.1121 



.ITERION = I 



V 
3 

5 

6 

7 

9 
10 
11 
12 
•13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

la 

REG. 



..3292 

BETA 
0.4163 
-0.6921 
<- Q.Q 
Q.Q246 
: -Q.5671 
-O.Q291 
Q.6564^ 
Q.2766 
-O.QQ52 
Q.S554 
-0.13QQ 
'Q.1Q51 
-0.1197 
-0.0857 
Q.14QQ 
CONST. * 



3- iT 9-16> 
RSQ * 0. 1084 



324 ITERATIONS, 



. 8 
0.6671 
-1.5232 
0.0 

0.05L6 
-0.7884 
•0.0362 

1.0756 
,0;219l 
-O.OOBt 

0.60 7,6- 
-0*2440 

,0.2825 
-0.1490 
-0.1909 

0.21§3 

1.7282 



IOOEL 2 H2 CRITERION » 1 
PPEDICTORS » 3- 8 14-18 
R » 0.3128 R.SQ » 0.0979 



32 ITERATIONS 



V" 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.1831- 


' 0.2934 


4 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


o'.o 


0.0 


6 


-0.1340 


-0.2809 


7 


-0.0935 


-0;I300 


•8 


0.221)2 


' 0.2117 


14 ^ 


-0.0202 


-0.0330 


15 


-0.0309 


-0.0831 


16 


-0.0052 


-0.0064 


17 


O.OQSr 


0.0179 


18 


0.0990 


0.1529 


REG. 


CONST. « 


1.5971 



D-123 



80,71 



yT- HCOa 3 -H3 CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS =3-7 1^-L8 
^ = 0.3049 RSQ = 0.0929 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.4295 


0.6883^ 




0.1745 


0.3^40 


S 


0^.3587 


0.37'66 


6 * 


0.0049 


0.0103 


*7 


0.1422 


0.1977 


14 


. -0,^.1 15 


-0.2094 
-0.Z317 


15 


-0.0862 


16 


-0.1268. 


-0.1579 


17 


-0.0188 


\ -0.04 19* 
0.0593 


18 


0.0384 



REG, CONST, « U6r25. 

MODEL 4 H4 CRITERICN » ' 1 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 14-18 
R * 0.2894 R'SQ » 0.0838 



2 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 



\eta 

0.1872 
0.1611 
-0.0261 

o.o" 

-0.1113 

,0.0206 



reg; cu^st 



B . 
0.3204 
■ 0.3025 
-0.07C2 
0.0 . 
-0.2480 
0.0313 
1.5158 



3L ITERAX-IONi. 



6 ITERATIONS. 



\ 



ERIC 



D-124 

4 * 



80^71 



MQOEL 5 M5 CRITeBIQN « 1 

PREDICTORS =» ^2- 2 

R » 0.2011 V^SQ « 0.0404 

V BETA B 

2 0.2011. 0.3441 
REG. CONST. « 1.5098 



1 ITERATtONS. 



F-TEST 1 

RSQ FULL 

<ISQ REDUCED « 0.0979 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0105 
OFN » 4, DFD « 406 



MOpEL 1 VS MODEL.' 2 
^ 0;i084 MODEL 1 

MODEL 2 



F -RATIO 



1.204 



0.3080 



'a 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSO-FULL » 0.0979 ^ MODEL 2 
RSO REDUCED « 0-^)929 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE =» 0.0049 w 
DFN « 1. QFD « 412w - F-RATIO 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSO FULL - 0.0929 MODEL *3 

'ISQ REDUCED = 0.0&38 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE - 0.0092 

DFN » 4. DFD:"» 413. ^-RATIO 



2.248 



1.045 



P = 0U305 



0.3843 



F-TEST 4 MQpEL 4 VS MODEL 5 ^ 
RSp FULL - j,0.0838 MODEL 4 

RSQ RSDUCED » 0.0404 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE - 0.0433 

OFH » 4.^ DFD » 417. F-RATIO 



4.930 P = O.OOlO 



20u 



D-125 



♦ OUfPUf rjtOH PROCtAH REGf^AN 
ANALYSIS I — lf8S-SHP VS fl VS Ffl ORAOC 



I 

0^ 



PARAHETErS 
CCC I- 5 - 
CCt 6-10 - 

jccl l6-^o - 

CCl 21*25 - 



18 
t 



OAfA rORHAf « (OUHNYl 
tNTERCORRELATION ANACYStS 
Hf ANS 
HfAMS . 

SIGHAS 
SIGHAS 

R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 

5 
6 
T 
8 

9 

It 
12 



I 

2.6015 • 


2 

1^7033 


3 

0.2^91 


0.165^ 


11 
1*6756 


12 
0.2109 


13 
0.^612 


O.U5^ 


1 

0.6663 


2 

0*^^35 


3 

0.6317 


. 0.5116 


11 
1.9136 


12 
0.8071 


u 

1.2558 


0*3525 
} 


1 

* 


2 


• 

3 


S 


1.0000 


0*5329 


0.2162 


0*023^2 


0.5329 


1.0000 


0.1)15 


0*012 3 


0.2162 


0*1315 


1.0000 
-0?r2 75 


-0.1275 


0.0232 


0*0323 


1.0000 


0.1220 


0.2919 


•0.3933 


-0*3225 


•0.1613 


•0-013^ 


-0.1U9 


-0.0917 


0*0750 

0.^373* 
y 


0.130^1^ 

0.9909- 


-0.1557 
0. U^3 


•0.12 76 
• 

0.0301 


0*2600 


0.2162 * 


0.9728 


-0.1151 


O.C66d 


0;0997 


-0.116^ 


0.9737 


• 0*206* 


0.^^12 


-0. 3^53 


-0.2831 - 


-0**138^ 


0*0^29 


-0*1030 


-0.08^5 



I 

1090 



f V- 

5 • 6 7 

0.9U1 0.1253 0.2^')3 

15 16 17 

0*1013 0.5308 0.0793 

S ti • 7 . 

0.9166 0.^^16 *0.6317 

15 16 17 

0.3318 0*^990 0,2 702 

5 6 T 

0.1220 -0.1613 0.0750 

0.2919 -0.013^ 0.1302 

0.3933 -0.1119 -0.1557 

0*3225 -0.0917 -0^1276 

1*0000 -0.2829 ' -0.39i7 

0.26 29 1.0009 -0.112^ 

0.39 37 -0*1120 1.0000 

0.266^ -O.0206 0.1260 

•0.3557 -^*1012 -0.U08 

0.29^^ -0.0^37 -0.1165 

0.96 75 •O.^lfft^ -0.,3^56 

0.2606 0.9763/ •0*1011 

-0*10^? 0.9^05 



1110 

I 









6 • 
3.09r9 


9 

0.^612 


I 0 
0.2491 1 


19 
0.1^32 






8 

1 . 9 1 1 f 


9 

1 . 29 JO 


10 

U . 7 1 


1 8 
0.3502 






8 








0. ^600 


0. 0^)68 


0.99^9 


0.2162 


0.099 7 


O.U^3 


0.9^28 


-0.116^ 


0*0301 


-0.1153 


0.9737 


0.286^ 


-0.35 5 7 


-0* ?0^\ 


•0.0206 


-0.1012 


-O.Oft37 


0.1260 


-0. 1^08 


-0.1165 


1.0000 


0.2333 


0.099^ 


0.2331 


1.0000 


-0.1053' 


0.099^ 


-0^1053 


1.0100 


0.^^20 
0.03^9 


-0.31 23 


-0.2^«5 


-f^.09l2 


-0.0/71 


0.1901 


-0.1310 


-0. 108^ 



o 
i 



IS 




-0*053^ 


-0.132* " 


0*9630 


7O. 33*9 


16 ' 




0.0^^8 


-0..4195 


-0*3*39 


0*93 76 


17 


-o»i7ai 


**0*0%12 


TO* 1 1 7 f 


-0*09*9 


-0*2927 


18 


0.0359- 


• 

0*0352 


-0. 1612 


•^3*1322 


KJ * *IU f f 




1 1 


12 




1* 


15 


1 * 




-0*138* 


0*1019^ 


0.1379 


-0.030* 


2 




0*0*29 


0*1925 
* 


0*0096 


• -0*0535 


3 




-0*1030 


-0* 1**8 


0*956r 


-0* 132* 






-0*08*5 


70*1187 


-0.133* 


, 0*9630 


5 




-0.2606 


-0^3663 


-0**113 


-0*33*9 


6 


* ^0« 2^ 6^ 


0.9763 

• 


-0*10*2 


-0*1170 


-0*095^ 


7 , 


u» 3^ 


-0*1^31 


0.9605 


-0*1626 


-0*1325 


0 


w • 1 1 c y 


0.03*9 


0*1901 


^ 0*0203 


-0*05*3 




^ ^ • 3 1 t V 


—0. 0932 


-0*1310 


0*66*7 


-0*1198' 


10 




-0*0771 
• 


H)* 108* 


-0*1217 


0*6791 


1 1 




-0* 2288 


-0*3216 


-0*3611 


-0*29*0 


1.2 ' 


»n 9 9ft A 


1 *0000 


-0*0959 


-0*1076 


-0*d877 


13 




-0*0959 


1*0000 


-0*1515 


-0*1233 




^0* 361 1 


-o.'io/a 

• 


-0*1515 


1*0000 


-0*1385 


15 




-0.0877 


-0*1233 


-0*1385 


1*0000 


^16 ' 




-0*2779 


-0*3906 


-0**387 


-0* 3572 


17 


-0.2570 


0*8902 


H)*1^7a 


-0*1210 


|0*0985 


t 19 
• 


, -0* 35 79 


-0.1068 


' 0*<^84 


-0* I6fl6 


-0* 1373 




* 


N 

1 


t 

V 


■ 


• 




* 




• * 


1 





-0*095 3 
-0*3016 
0*9667 
H). J160 

16 

-0*007^ 
0*0**8 
-0**195 
-0*3*39 
0.937^ 
-0.3018 
-0**199 , 

0*0*13 
-0.3 79* 
-0*31*0 
0.8232 
-0,7779 
-0*3906 
-0**387 
-0*3572 " 

1*Q000 
-0.3122 
-0**3*8 



-0*1325 
'-0**199 
-0*1158 

0.9666 

17 . 
-0*1 761 
-0,*0812 
-0*1157 
-0*09*9 
-0*2927 
0.9667 
-0*1158 
-0*0 852 
-0*10*7 
-0*0866 
-0*2570 
0*6902 
-0*1076 
-0*1210 
-0*0985 ' 

•e^*3i^2 

1*0000 
-0*J 200 



-0*05*3 
0*<f*l 3 

•0*0852 
0.0313 

0*0>59 

0*0352 

-0*1612 

-0*1322 

-0**07 7 

-0*1160 

0*9656 

0*0333 

-0*1*58 

-0*U0 7 
* 

-0*3579 
-0*1068 

0*898* 
-0*1686 
'?0*1373 
-0**3*8'. 
-,0*1200 

1*0000 



V 

-0.119^ 
-0*37^*' 
-0*10*7 
-0. 1*58 




CO 



\ 



i\ 4 



80.71 



MOOei I Ml" 6RIt€RI0N » I 



PfigDI CTtIRS 



0,5759 



3- 7 9-18 



RSQ » 0.3316 



52 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


6 


3 


^ 0*0302 


0.0318 


4 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


o;o 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


0.0 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


9 


0«5426 


0,.2796 


10 


0.3979 


0.2707 


11 


0.6559 


0.2284 


12 


0,1152 • 


0.0951 


13 


a. 5766 


0.1998 


14 


V,0.0 


0.0 


15 


-0.0496 


-0.1096 


16 


-0,0051 


-0.0063 


17 


0.0235 


0.0580 


18 


"0.0704 


0.1339 


REG. 


CONST. 3 


1.8^25 



MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS « 3- 8 14-18 



0.576 



V 

3 • 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
14 
15 
16 
17 
13 
R£G* 



BETA 
0.2550 
0*0748 
0.0071 
-0.3035 
-0.0575 
0*5087 
-0*1188 
-0.0595 
0.0 

0.1777. 
0.0842 
CONST. - 



RSQ = 0.3325 

a 

0.2689 

0.0974 

0.00 52 
-0.4577 
-0.0606 

0.2242 
-0.2246 
, -0.1313 

0.0 - 

0.4381 

0.1602 

1.8798 



63 ITERATIONS. 



D-128 



80,71 



-MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION =» I 
PREOICTORS » 3- 7 14-18 



R » 0.5760 



V 
3 
4 

-5 
6 

•7 

15 
16 
17 

la 



8ETA 
1-0171 

0. 6794 

1. '0756 
0.1821 
0.5436 

-0.3582 
-0.2534 
-0.3094 

0.0402 

0.0 



REG. CONST. 



RSO * 0.3313 
B 

1.0727 

0^8848 

0..7819 

0.2747 

0A5734 
-0.6772 . 
-0.5595 
-0.4131 
- 0.0992 

0.0 , , 

1.6624 . 



163 -ITERATIONS. 



• J- 



HCDEL 4 H4 CRITERION = 1 
PREDICTOR$-= 2- 2 14-18 



0.5627 



RSQ « 0,3166 



V 


BETA 


8 


. 2 


. 0,5-218 


0.7840 


14 


^0.1101 


0.2^81 


15 


^.0055 


-0.0123 


16 


-O.0206 


-0.0275 


17 


-0.1271 


-0.3134 


18 


0,0110 


0.0209 


REG, 


CONST, * * 


1.2737 



20n 



7. ITERATIONS, 



D-129 



n 



^.71 



> 



MODEL 5 MS 
PREDICTORS =» ■ 

* 

R = 0,532^ 

V SETA 
2 0-5329 
REG^ CCNST. = 



CRITERION = 1 
■ 2- 2 

RSQ » 0,23^0 

• 

8 . 
0.d006 
—1.2379 



I ITERATIONS, 



F-TES,T I MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULC = * NO. 3316 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED ^ 0.3325 MODEL 2 , 

DIFFERENCE = -*O.0Cd<5 

DFN =« , ^. DFD » ^39.' F-RATIO 7 



I- 



r 



■ /• ■ * ' 

F-TEST 21 MODEL 2 VS MODEL' 3 
RSQ eULL « D.3325 MODEL 
RSg R&£IUC€D ^ 0.3313 MDDEL 
DIFFERENCE « O.OOC? 

OFJ^ » Dt=D « 'a^3. F-AATI0.= 

V # 

•* 

F-TBST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL ' 

RSQ FULL » ' 0,*3313 > '^OD£L 3 

RSQ REDUCED » 0,,3l66 MODEL ^ 

DIFFERENCE ^ 0.0151 

OFN «^^. DFD * AA4.^ ' F-RATiO =» 



a.o 



\? = 1 



.ooao 



0.493 



P = 0. 



4903 



2.515 P = 0.0403 




F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS, MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL * 0.3166 MOD^L -4 

RSQ REDUCED »' 0.2840 MODEL* 5^ 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0326. ■ - 



DFN 



4* 



DFO 



443. 



F-RATIO 



5.348 



0.0006 



\ 



\ 



ERIC 



D-130 



V 



OUfPUf FftCH PPOGRAH REGRAN 

ANALYSIS I ~ ires-SHp ft vs Ffi. — cyoe 

P*RAMEffRS / 

cot 1- 5 ' y 18 
CCl 6-10 « 503 
COL 11-15 5 
CCL 16-20 * 4 
CCl 21-25 » 1 

OAfA FORHAf » COUHHY) 
IWreRCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 
H6ANS 
MEANS 

S IGHAS 



^ S IGMAS 



1 


• 

2 


3. 


3.2^83 


2.5332 


0.0 


11 


12^ 


13 


3*82:^8 


i.ir33r 


1.3853 


t 








2 ' 




0.6354 


0.$538 


-o;o 


11 


' 12 


13 


4.1760 


2.4413 


2.9103 



*293 



R HATRIX 
1 



3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
6 
9 
10* 

ri 

12 
13 
i4 



1 

1.0000 
0.6854 
0.0 

0.1319 
0.3346^ 
1663 < 



0.0146 
0.693^ 
0.0 
0.1536 
0.4162 
-0.1289 
0,0796 
O.Q . 



2 

0.68$4 
1 . 0000 
0.0 
0.0750 
0.4(H5 
-0.tl75 
0.^44 
d.9907* 

0Jll66 
0.5320 
-0.0^73 
0.13M 
0.0 



* o-.o 

' 0.0 ^ 

; 1.0000 

0.0 

0.0 
' 0.0 
. 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 



1210 

4 

t 



1230 





i 










• • 


6 

0.4638 


7 

0.53^^ 




6 

6.7238 


9 

OJO 




10 
0.40?3 


16 • 

0.5*24,9 


17 
0^2028 
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i.opoo 
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• 
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I. 0030 
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-0.11S6 
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0.0 


1.0000 




0.0 
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0^0 
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-0.4478 


-0.4663 




0.5471 


1 
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-0.2076 


0.9796 


-0.?323 


-0.0417 


0.0 




-o^iois 


-0.2330 


0.97'U 




0.132<^ 


0.0 







u 



15 


0.6990 


0*0206 


0*0. 


0.9750 


16 


^ '0,1994 


0*2051 


0.0 


-0.25?5 


If 


•0»2494 


-0*2240 


0.0 


-0*1216 




-0*0546 

• 


-0*04ia 


0*0 
• 


-0.126( 




i 1 


1 2 


13 • 


14 
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0*4162 


~0* 1 280 


0. 0 796 


0*0 




0*5)20 


—0. 02 73 


0*1361 


0. 0 


3 


0* 0 


0*0 


0*0 


0.0 




•0*2201^ 


-0*1100 


•0*1148 


0*0 


• 

? 


0* 9748 


^ll * S 3 


—0. 4786 


0.0 


o 


•u* f o 


0* 9 796 


—0*2 330 


0.0 




* ^OO 7 


~\J * c 3c 3 


/t Q TO 1 


U. (1 




0* 1 I 


—0* 04 1 7 


0* 1 326 


0* 0 














0*M 


0*0 


0.0 


0*0 


1 A 


•0* 20 f6 


—0*1035 


*0. 1080 

< 


0.0 


t 1 


1* 0000 


—0^ 41 r Z 


♦ -0*4355 


0*0 • 


1 z 


"•0* 4l 72 


1 *0000 


-0* 2170 


0*0 






—0* 2 1 70 


1 . 0000 


0*0 


14 


0*0 


^0*0 


0*9 


v.oooo 


15 


•^*226) 


-0«1128 


-0.il77 


0*0 


\6 


0.8706 


-0*4792 


-0.5003 


0*0 


XT 


-0.4615 


0.9040 


-0*2401 


0.0 


18 


-0.4784 


-0.2384 


' 0.9103 


0.0 



ERIC 



-0.2487 


-0.1211 


-0.1260 


0^^0726 


0.0 


0:917'> 


0*9566 


-0.S144 


-0*5356 


o*2in 


0*0 


-0.23a5 


-0*50 71 


0*9 704 


-0*2570 


'-0.2234 


0.0 


-0*1145 


-0.5257 


-0.2559 , 


0.9745 


-0.0510 


0*0 


-0*11^^7 


1 5 

1 


1 6 


1 7 


1 8 




\ « 


0. 0990 


0* 1994 


-0.2494* 


-0.0546 






0*0206 


0*2051 


-0.2^40 


-0.041 8 




> 


0*0 

0. 97 50 


0*0 

> 

-0. 2535 


0.0 
-0.1 21 6 


0.0" 
-0*1261 




s 


— 0. 248 7 
• 


0*9566 


-0*5071 


-0.5257 






*0* 12 11 


*0*5144 


0*9 704 


-0*2559 






— 0. 12 60 


•0*5356 


-0. 2570 


0.9745 






0*0226 


0*2113 


-0*2234 


-0*0510 






0* 0 


0*p 


0*0 


0*0 






0. 91 75 


-0* 2385 


-0* 1145 


-0. 118 7 






-0* 2263 


0.8706^ 


-0*46l 5 


-0*4784 






-0* 11 20 


-0*4 792 


0*9040 . 


-0*2 384 ' 






-0* 11 7 7 


-0* 5003 


2 401 


0*9l03 




• 


^ 0.0 


0*0 


0*0 


0*^0 






1*0000 


-0*2600 


-0.124 7 


-0*1293 




- 


-0*2600 


I .0000 


-0*5301 


-0.5496 » 
* 






-0. 1247 


-0* 5301 


1*0000 
i 


-0*2637 






— l£V3 


-0« 5496 


— 63 7 


1 * 0000 




0 
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so. 71 

MOOa' I' MX CRITERION « I 
.'PREDICTORS* 4«"7 X0-.X3 15-18 
R » 0,7053 ^ RSQ - 0.4974 67 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 




0.0 


0«0 


5 


0.0 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


p.o 


( 


0 .0 


0.0 


LO 


' 0.4253 


0.2004 


U 


1.0136 


0,2027- 


12 


0.5194 


0.1777 


'13 


" 0.7349 


0.2109 


15 


0.0404 


^0.144'6 > 


16 


-0.0612 


-0.1025 


17 


-a.0807 ^ 


-0.1677 


la 


-0.1138 


.-0.2314 


REG. 


CONST* J« 


2.0320 



MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION » 1 
PR50ICTORS =4-3 15-18 



0.7052 



V 

5' ' 

6. 

7 

•16 
17 
Id 



8ET^ 
-0.007 5 

0«0 
-9.1043 

.0;o 

.0.6770 

0.0734 

0.0 

0,0 ■ 
-0.0378 



REG.- CONST. 



R^O « 0.4973 



a 

-0.0102 

0.0 
-0.0^20* 

0.0 

0.2031 
' 0*2632 

0.0 

0.0 
-0.0770 

1.9285 



6 ITERATIONS, 



MCOEL • 3 H3 CRITERION - 1 
PREDICTORS » 4- 7 15-18 
ft ^ 0.6998 RSCi » 0,4897 



\ 



V 


BETA 


B 


4 


0,7147 


0.9633 


5 


1.7368 


1.0523 


6 


0.8856 


0,7306 


7 


1.2938 


1.0306 
0.0 \ 


15 


0.0 


16 . 


■ -0.2730. 


-0.4567 


17 


-0,0143 


• -0.0297 


18 


-0.2388 


-0,4859 


REG. 


CONST, « 


1.0823 



191- ITERATIONS. 



O rfw 



D-133 



30.71 

t 

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION » l- 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 16-18 



0.6977 



'RSQ «^0.4867 



^ SETA* B 

\ 2^ 1.03W 
REG. CONST. » 0,6291 



16 ITERATIONS, 



V 


,8ETA 






2 


0.6585 


0.9933 




16 


-0.1304 


-0.2181 




17 


-0.2124 


-0^,4414 




13 


-0.1547 


-0.3147 




REG. 


CONST, a 


' 1.0036 












\ ' 








. MODEL 


5J15 CRITERION » I 




PBEDICTORS * 


2- 2 ^ 


1 


* R » 0,6854 

4 


(isd = '0.4698 


ITERATIONS. 



fJ-TEST I 
RSQ FULL * 
RSQ REDUCED 
DIFFERENCE => 
DFN « 3. ' 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL .1 



0.4974 
0.4973 
O.OOCl . 
DFO^'» 491. 



*MOD£L 
HODEL 



1 
2 



:-RAfii 



0.039 



f> » 0.9892 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MDD^ 3 
RSQ FULL « 0-4973 MODEL 2 

ftSQ REDUCED > 0.4897 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE * 0.'007^5 

OFN » I. ■ .DFD » 494, - f-f^ATlO 

F-TEST 3' MODEL 3 VS HODEL 4 

RSQ FULL « 0,4897 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED * 0«^867 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0030 * 

DFN » 3. DFD « 495. F-RATIO 



7,403 P » 0,0063 



0-970 



P » 0.4073 



F-TEST 4 J<ODE,L ^ VS MODEL 5 

RSQ FULl, « 0-4867 " MODEL 4 

RSQ REOJUCED » 0.4698- MODEL 5 

OJFFERENCE « 0.C169 • 

DF^^ « 3. 43f^Q « 49 8. F-RATIO 



5.479 



P - 0.0014 



'.ERIC 



3'J3 

D-134 



\ 



7 

u 



♦ OUTPUT >ROi PgdGRAil 

ANjLYSis I — nos^swp y$ ii v$ fu ~ craoe 5 



PARAMETERS 
CCt I- 5 - 
•COl 6-10 p 
CCV 11-15 - 
COL 16-20 • 
cot 21-25 - 



16 
5 
I 



DATA fORfUr - lOUNHY) 
INTeRCORRELATION AftALYStV 
ieAHS 
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SlOiAS I 
$ IGHAS 
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0.5111 


0*0 . 


-0*l9fl6 


-0,C937 * 


-0*00V6 
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I. 0000 


. V).l7fl3 


* 




-0.207ft 


-0*0935 


-0*t2^7 


0*t7^5 


0.0 


I. 0000 
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-0.0661 


0.0 


-0* 1307 


^ 11 


12 


13 


1* 




16 


If 
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0.0 


0«9262 


-Oj»2Id) 
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-0*203* 


0.8650 
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1*0000 
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0«0 


-0*0912 


-0*3993 
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• 


-0*^93^ 


-0*2166 


1.0000 


0*0 

. 
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4*9063 






0*0 


0*6 


0.0 


1*0000 


^ 0*0 


0*0 


0;0 


^0*0 
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•0*203^ 


-OJ0912 


-0* 1^16 


0«0 


1*0000 ' 


-0*2352 
« 


-0*1056 


-0*1*06 




/ 


0^6650 


-0*3993 


-0,5589 


0*0 


-0.2352'- 


1*0000 


-0*^626 


*-0*6l67 






-*o*^0oi 


0«6633 


-0*2510* 


0*0 


-0*10 56 


-0«^626 


1*0000 
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00 
O 



80.71 



"lODEL 



1 HI CRITERION " 1 



PREDICTORS » • 4- 7 10-13 IS-U 



0.78A2 



RSQ,« 0,6U9 



V 


BETA 


8 


4 


0.0816 


0.1043 


5 


, 0.0 . 


0.0 


6 . 


0^.0 


Q.O 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


10- 


0.3942 


0.1320 


1 1 






u 


0.4W33 - 


0.137^ 


13 


0.78A5 


0.1580 


15 


0.0402 


0.182A 


16 


-0-1220 


-0.2A36 


17 


-0. 063 8 


-0*1688 


13 


-0.0819 


-0.18A2 


REG. 


CONST. » 


2-5112 




• 





MOOa 2 H2 CRITERION = I 
PREDICTORS » V- 3 15-18 



R » 0.7337 



RSQ 



0«61A2 



V 


BETA 


B 


4 


• -0.027A 


•0.0350 


5 


0.03A2 


0.0196 


6 


-0.0936. 


■ , -0;0905 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


8 


0.7525 


0.1609 


15. 


0.1140 


0.5176 


16 


-0.00A2 


-Q.0033 


17 


' 0.0372 


0.0983 


18 


0.0 


0.0 4 


REG. 


CONST. » 


2.2999 



85 ITERATySNS. 



22 ITERATIONS. 



HCOEL 3 M3 ' CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS •» A- 7 15-18 * 

R » 0.776A RSO = 0.6028 165 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B" 






4 


0.7429 


0.9A9A 






5 


1.8^75 


1.0539 


J 




6 


0.8086 


0.7A2$ 






7 


1.3264 


' 0.9302 






15 


0.0 


0,0 ' 






16 


-0.3596 


-0.7179 




17 


0.0 


0.0 ' 




* 


19 


-O.lYSl 


•.0.A005 






REG. 


CONST. ■ 


1.A346 







D-137 



^ * ♦ 

80.71 


• 


^ t 


% 

" - \ 


HG06L 4 H4 CRITERION « ' I 




PR£0ICT0RS » 2- 2 15-18 




R =» 0.7731 RSQ » 0.5977 - 


7 ITERATIONS. 


V' SETA 8 
2 0.7361 0.9599 
15 0.0911 0.4134 
•16 0.0158 0.03.15 

17 -Cf.06l4 -0.1624 

18 -0.0273 *-0.06l4 ' 


/ 






i 




- MtfiEL 5 M5 CRITHRION « I 


i 


PRE0[CTD8S » 2- 2 




R a 0,7'643 RSQ 0.5841 


I ITERATIONS, 


V BETA B 
2 0.7643 0.99'67 
. REG. CONST. » 0.87^4 


* 


F-TEST 1 MOOEL I VS HOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL = 0.6149 HOOEL I 
RSQ REOUCEO ^ 0.6l4^ MOOEL 2 
■DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 * 


* 



OFN 




459. 



F-RATIO 



0.274 P'= 0.8452 



F-TEST 2/ HOOEL 2 VS HOOEL 3 
RSQFULir»^ 0.6J42 MOOEL 2^'- 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0,6023 HOOEL 3 

DIFFERENCE ' 0.0114 

OFN »i I. OFO, « 462. F-RAT,I0 



a 13.704 P = 0.0005 



ERIC 



"F-TEST 3 HOOEL 3 VS MOOEL 4 
RSQ FULL » * 0.6028 HOOEL 3 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0.5977. , MODEL 4 
OIFFERENCE » 0,0051 ^ 

OFN ■ 3. OFO « 463. F-RATID - 1.964 P » 10.1171 

F-TEST 4^ HDOEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FVLL « 0.5977 . MODEL 4 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.5841 HODE L 5 

OIFFERENCE « 0.0136 

OFN « 3. OFO « ^66. F-RATID - 5.251 P « 0.0018 



ourpur FROK 4>rograh recr^^n 
ANALYSIS 1 — rres-SMp vsj^ri vs ffi 

PARAMETEHS ) 
CCl -l- 5 • / 



GRADE 6 



18 

CCL 6-10 * » ^60 
C(X 1 1-15 « ^5 
COL 16-20 • h 
CCL 1 1-25 • 1 

OAJA fORHAT • (DUHHYI 
INrERCORRELAFION ANALYSIS. 



»*€ANS 

* * 


1 

4*9133 


y 
c 

3*9496 


3 

0^0 


4 

0*3946 


HEAnS 


11 

" 6«9}55 


12 
2 • 2839 


13 


• 

14 
0*0 


• 

SIGHAS * 


1 ♦ 

1-0323 




3 

— 0» 0 


4 

1*2169 


r: s iGHAs 

so 


1 1 
9*3796 


1 2 
5*7135 


f 

1 3 
8*6605 


14 " 
-0*0 


A HArRlX 


1 


/ 




4 


1 




0* 7 >41 


0* 0 

< 


• 

0*1141 


3 


0*7541 
0*0 


1*0000 
u * u 


0.0 

1 *0000 


0*0744 
0*0 




0* lUl 


0*0744f * 


0*0 


1 *0000 


5 

• 


b.l612 


0*2409 


- 0*0 


-0*2595 


6 


-0*0919 


-0*0647 


0*0 


-0*1397 


7 


0*1578 


0* 1880 


0*0 


-^0*2192 


a 


0*7570 


0*9907 


0*0 


0*0766 


9 


0*0 


0*0 


0*0 


0*0 


10 


0*1500 


0*1297 


0*0 . 


0*9829 




0*2492 


0*3567 


0.0 


-0*2391 




-0*0199 
0*2263 * 


0*0215 
0*2730 


0*0 
0*0 


-0*1296 
-0*2061 


14 


0*0 


P.o 


0.0 


0.0 



ERIC 



) 



1450 







r 














% 


14 70 




• 


















5 

1.6433 


6 

^ 0-5978 


1.3139 


,16.3392 


/ 0.0 


* 10 
1.6)62 


* 


0. 1000 


16 
0. 4087 


17 


n 1 'im t 
0. iZ^ I 








5 

2.0531 


1 . 3880 


7 

1 .9 4i7 


6.5904 


• 

9 

-0.0 


10 
5. 3640 




15 
0.3000 

1 


16^ 
0.4916 


1 7« 
0.3714 


1 A 

1 O 

0.4688 




1 f 




5 

0. 1612 


^^.0919 \ 


7 

U . 1 9 f O 


A 

o 

0. 7570 


9 

Q. 0 


J 

/ 

0 . 1 500 


/ 


0.2408 


-0. 0647 




U. ttU f 


0.0 

• 


0.1297 




0*0 


0*0 




0.0 


0*0 


0.0 




-0. 2595 


•0. 1397 - 


U . & I 7£ 


0. 07^6 


0.0 


0.9*129 




1 .0000 




— J- 5 411 


0.24 70 


0.0 


-0.2441 




-0.3447 






'•O. 0 70? 


0.0 


-i). 1314 


-0. 5411 


-0.2912 


1 *oooa 


0.1798 


• .0.0 


-0.^62 




0.24 70 


-0. 0702 


0.1 798 


l.OOOO 


0.0 


0. 1334 




0.0 




0.0 


0.0 


1.0000 


0.0 




-0.2441 


-0.1314 


-0.?062 


0.13)4 


0.0 


1.0000 




0.9777 ' 


-0.3176 


-0.4984 


0.36R9 


0.0 


-0.2249 




-0.3199 


0.9786 


-0.2702 


0.0144 


0.0 


-0.1719 




-0.5086 
0.0 t ' 


-0.2 73 7 


0.9^?7 9.2693 
0.0 CO 


0.0 

0.0 


-0.1958 
0.0 


31 



00 

o 



f 



I 

• 




« 








* 


0,0638 


-0,0015 


0,0 






16 


0»03^7 


0,0688 


0,0 




* -K), 2696 


It 


^0*1736 

>< 


* -0,l?l2 


0,0 




i ^4 1 


ta 

V 


0,0602 


^ 0,^6^5 


^0,0 


• 


-0.2256 





MATRIX 


11 


12 r 


\ la^ 


14 




i 


0,2^92 


-0,^199 


^,2^63 


0«0 


1 


> 

3 


0, 356 7 
0,0 


0«0215 
0»,0 


0,.2 730 
• 

0,0 


" 0,0 
0,0 




^ 


-0,2391 


-0.U96 


-0,2061 


0,0 




5 


0,9777 


-0,3199 


-0, 5086 


0,0 




6 


-0,3176 


0,9786 


-0,2737 


0,0 




7 ^ 


-0,A98^ 


-0,2702 


0«9827 


0,0 


7 

o 


a 
, 

9 


0, 3689 
• 0,0 


0,0144 
0,0 


0,2693 
0,0 


0,0s 
0,0 


• 


io 


-0,2249 


* -0,1219 


-0,1938 


0,0 




ti 


1,0000 


J 

-0\2947 


-0,468^ 


0,0 




12 


-0,2941 


1,0000 


^0, 2540 


0.0 ^ 




• • 

13 


-0,A68? 


-0)2540 


1,0%00 


0,0 






0*0 


0,0 


0,0 


t,0000 




15 


-0,2458 


-0,1332 


-0,2118 


0,0 


> 


16 


0,886pi^ 


j^H),3323 


-0,5283 


0,0 




17 y 


-0, 3280 


0,8985 


-0,2827 ♦ 


0,0 




i4 


-0,5129 


-g,2781 , 


* 0,9l36 


0«0 















lERlCl 



312 















-0, 26 68 


-0,14^6^ 


^-0»2253 


0,0011 


0,0 


Q»9lSl 


0,9627 


-0, 3581 


^(1^5620 


0,0 73^ 


u , u 




-9, 3561 


0,9682 


-0,3008 


-0, 1698 / 


0,0 


-0,13S7 


-0*5568 


-0,2996 


0,9719 


0,0569 


0,0 


* -0,2122 


15 


16 


17 


18 






0,0638 
-0,0015 


0,0347 
0,0688 

« 


-0,1736 
-S, 1 71 2 


0.0602 
0,0645 






0,0 


0,0 


0,0 


0,0 






0,9728 


-0,2696 


-0,144 3 


-0,2256 






'•0,24)&8 


0,9627 




-0,5568 




^ ■ 


-0,1436 


' -0,3581 


0»9682 


-0, 2996 






-0,2253 


-0,5620 


-0,3008 


0,9719 






0,0011 


0,0734" 


•4), 1698 


0,0569 






0,0 


0,0 


0,0 


• 0,0 






0,9151 * 
-0, 24 58^ 


-0,2536 
0,8868 


/-0,3280- 


-0,2122 
-0,5129 




/ 


-0*1332 


-0,3323 


0/8985 ^ 


-0*2781 




- 


-0,2118 


-0,5283 


-0,2827 


0,9136 






0,0 


a,o 


0,0 


0,0 






1*M>00 


-0,2711 


^^^►^^483 


-0,2319 






-0,2171 


1,^000 


-0,3699" 


-0,5783 






-0;i483 


-0,3 699 


f-l,0000 


-0,3095 






-0,2319 


-0,5783 


*0,3095 


1,0000 







1 

80.71 ' ^ 

^ MODEL I Ml CRITERION » t ^ 

PREDICTORS » 4- 7 10-13 15-18 

R * 0.7618 RSQ » 0.5803 97 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 




0.0490 


0.0415 


5 


0.0 


0.0 


6 


0.0 ' 


0.0 


7 


0,0 


0.0 


10 


0*5586 


0.1075 


LI 


1.0377 


0.1142 


12 


0*6901 


0.1247 


13 


U0164 


0.1211 


15 


0.0401 


0.1380 


16 


-0.0105 


-0.0220 


17 


-0.6932 


-0.2590 


18 


-0.0392* 


-0*0863 


REG. 


CONST. » 


2.9458 



HOOa 2 M2 CRITERION =« I 
PREDICTORS » 4- 8 15-18 



R » 0.7619 RSQ a 0.5805 39 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


6 


4 


-0.0729 


-0.0618 


5 


0«0 


0.0 


6 


0*0872 


0.0649 


7 


0.0984 


0.D523 


8 


0.7355 


0.1152 


15 


0.1598 


0.5,498 


16 


0.0401 


0.0842 


17 


-0.0852 


-0.2368 


- 18 


-0.0314 


-0.0692 


REG. 


CONST. - 


2.8201 



MODEL 3 .M3 CRITERION * I 

I 

PREDICTORS * 4- 7 15-18 



R - 0.7584 



V 
4 
5 
6 

7 

15 
16 
17 
13 



BETA 
0.9778 
1.7517 
1.2655 
1.7341 
0.0 
-0.1987 
-0*2638 
-0,2467 



REG. CONST. 



RSQ - 0.5752 
B 

0.8295 

0.8807 

0.9412 . 

0.9210 
' 0.0 
-0.4173 
-0.7333 
-0.5432 

1.7347 
D-Ul 



208 ITERATIONS* 



\ 



3il 



80. .71 



HCOEL ^ CRITERION 



PREDICTORS «- 2- 2 15-18 
' R « O-TSTgy '^^SQ » 0.5745 



V 
2 

15 
16 

17 

13 

REG- CONST. 



BETA 
0.7479 
0.0644 

-0.0310 
0.0159 



8 

0.8974 
0.2216 

p.o 

-0'.0862 
0.0350 
1.2A97 



5 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEt 5 M'5 CRITERION = I 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 

R = 0.7541 RSQ » 0.5687 I ITERATIONS. 



V BETA B 

2 0.7541 ' , 0.9049 
REG* CONST. » 1.2394 



F-TEST 1 HOOEL 1 VS MOOEt 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.5803 MOOEL I 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0.5805 HOOEL 2 

.DIFFERENCE » -0.0001 

OFN « 3- OFO » 448. F-RATIO » 0.0 P = V.OOOO 



F-TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 * 
RSQ FULL » 0.5805 - MOOEL 2 
RSQ REOUCEO « 0-5752 MOOEL 3 

OIFFE,RENCE »' 0-0053 

OFN « 1. OFO « 451. F-RATIO » 5.647 P » 0,0170 



F-TEST ' 3 MOOEL 3 V'S MOOEU 4 
RSQ, FULL » 0.5752 MOOEL 3 

' RS3 REOUCEO * '0.5745 MOOEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0007 

OFN »- 3. OFO » 452. F-RATIO * 0.261 P « 0.3550 



F-TEST 4 MOOEL 4 V'S HOOEL 5 ' 
RSQ F.ULL - 0.5745 MOOEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5687' MOOEL 5 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0057 

OFN * 3. OFO • 455.' F-RATIO ■ 2.048 ? » 0.1049 



I 



80,71 



ACCachmenC D-9 
(Page 1 of 10) 



REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING 
HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS 
AT ALLISON AND BECKER SCHObLWIDE 
PROJECTS AT GRADES 1-6. 



31C 



D-143 



\ 



ERIC 



ANALYSIS p — 


ALLISON VS 


BECKER — 


GMOE 1 - 


PARAMETERS 
COL I- 5 « 
COL' 6-10 * 
rni 11-15 a 
COL 16-20 s 
t'OL 21-25 » 


. 8 
64 

4 
1 


J 

'>'. 


m 

- 


OATA FORMAT « 


(OUH^YI 






INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 




MEANS 


1 

2.2 500 


2 

55.5469 


3 

19.93 75 


SI^HAS 


1 

0.759'9 


2 

5.8441 


3 

26.^234 


R MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 


1 


1.0000 


0.5244- 


-0.1375 


2 


0.5244 


I. 0000 


0.0608 


3 


• -0.1375 


0.0606'^ 


1 . 0000 




0.2492 


0.1554 


-0- S766 


5 


0.5263 


0.9988 


0.0553 


, 6 - 


-0.0931 


0.1270 


0. 9929 


7 


0.3088 


0.2945 . 


-0.9306 


* • 
8 


-0.1821 




0.9924 



317 



40 



08 40 



0860 



4 . 5 '6 7 8 

35.6094 3119.6094 1117.0000 2002.6094 0.3594 



4^5 6 . 7 8 

27.1032 666.9177 1536.2721 1599.5239 0.4798* 



4 

0.2492 
0.1554 

-0.9766 
1.0000 
0.1607 

•0.9553 
0.9845 

•0.9840 



0.5263 
0.99 88 
0.0553 . 
0.1607 
1.0000. ' 
0.12 03 
0.3014 
>0.0128 



-0.0931 
0.1270 
0.9929 

-0.9553 
0^1203 
1 .0000 

-0.9103 
0.9708 



7 

0.3088 
0.2945 

-0.9306 
0.9845 
0.3014 

-0.9103 

i.oooa 

-0.9377 

31^ 



8- 
-0.1821 
-0.0088 

0.99l^ 
•0.9840 
•0.012B 

0*9708 
•0.9377 

1.0000 



* 



80.71 



HQOEJ. 1 HI CRITERION » I 
PRfiOICTORS - 3-4 6-8 



V 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 



0.559L 

BETA 
0.0 
0.0 

1.4163 
L.16S5 
-0.4641 



REG. CONST. 



RSQ » 0.3L26 

8 , 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0007 . 
0.0006 
-O.7350 
0.6227 



71 ITERATIONS. 



MOtjEl 2 M2 CRITERICN » 
PREDICTORS » 3-5 B- 8 



V 

3 
4 
5 
8 



O.5601 

SETA 

0.0 
-0.7282 

0.6318 
-0.8928 



REG. CONST. 



RSQ » 0.3137 
8 

0.0 
-0.0204 . 

0.0007 ' 
-1.4140 

1.2392 



50 ITERATICNS, 



HOOEl 3 H3 CRITERION « 1 

PREDICTORS « 3- 4 8- 8 

R » 0.5572 RSQ « 0.3104 176 ITERATICNS. 

V 8ETA *8 / 

3 2.7001 0.0765 

4 2.3030 0,0646 ^ 

8 -0.5924 -0.9382 * 

REG. CONST. » -1.2374 , 



HOOEl 4 H4 CRITERION « I 

PREDICTORS -2-2-8-8 » ' , 

R « 0.5536 RSQ » 0.3065 2 ITERATICNS. 

V 8ETA . 8 

2 0.S228 0.0680 

8 -0.1775 -0.2812 ^ ^ ,^ 

REG. CONST. • -1.4253 JIJ 

D-U5 



80.71* 



1 



HQOEL *5 H5 CRITERION 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 



R » 0.5244 

V BETA 
2 ' 0.5Z^ 
REG, CONST. = 



RSq » 0.2750 
B 

0.0682 
-1.5376 - 



F-TEST I 
RSQ FULL » 

rsq'reouceo 
oiftference ■ 

OFN * I. 



HOOEL 1 VS 

0.3126 
» 0.3V37 
• -O.OOll 

OFO » 58. 



HQOEL 2 
HOOEL 
HOOEL 



1 ITERATICNS. 



I 

2 

F-RATIO 



0.0 



l.CCCC 



F-TEST 2 
RSQ FULL*'- 
RSQ REOUCEO 
OlFFERENCE ' 
OFN « r. 



,MOOEL 2 V? 

0.3137 
» 0.3104 
> 0.0033 

OFO - 59 



HQOEL 3 ^ 
HQOEL 2 
HOOEJ. 3 



F-RATIO 



0.282 



C.6C4C 



F-TEST 3 HQOEL 3 VS HQOEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.3104 HOOEL 3 

RSQ REOUCEO * 0.3065 HQO^L 4 

OlFFERENCE « 0-0039 

OFN « 1. OFO « 60. • F-RATlO 



0.342 



O.S6aC 



F-TEST 4 HQOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0.3065 HQOEL 4 

RSQ REOUCEO - 0-2750 HOOEL' 5 
OlFFERENCE * 0.0315 

OFN « I. OFO « 61. F-RATIQ 



2.772 P » O.C<;72 



v.. 



!2j . 



ERIC 



D-U6 



ANALYSIS 8 — ALLISON VS BECKER GRADE 2 - 



PARAMETERS 

COL I- 5 » 8 . 

COL 6-10 ' 73 

COL ll-15"« 5 

COL 16-20 s 4 

COL 21-2 5 » 1 

DATA FORMAT * (OUHHYI 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 
HEANS 

I 

^ SIGHAS 

R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 
4 

6 

7 
8 



1 

2.84ii; 


2 

2.1055 


3 

0.6740 


I 

0.^780 


2 

0.4786 

* 


3 

0. 9607 


1 


2 " 


3 


1.0000 


0.6364 


0.0563 


0.6364 


1 . 000^ 


-0.0909 


0.0563 


-0.0909 


1.0000 


0.2254. 


Q.509( 


-D.9034 


0.6229 


0.9839 


-0.0872 

■3 


0.1312 


0-.e357 


0.9686 


0.3856 


0.7239 


-0.7147 


0.0185 


-0.2073 


1Q.S720 



ERIC 



40 0960 



CO 

o 



0980 



4 

1.4315 


5 

4.6620 


6 

1.3773 


7 

3.2848 


8 

0.3425 


4 

1.1116 


5 

2.4503 


6 

2.1583 


7 

3. 2240 


8 

0 .4745 


4 


5 ' 


6 


7 


8 


0.2254 


0.6229 


0.1312 


0. 3d''56 


-0.0185 


0;5091 


0.9839 


0.035.7 


0.7239 


-0.2073 


-0.9034 


-0.0872 


0.9686 


-0.7147- 


0.9720 


i.oooo'" 


0.4990 


-0.8218 


0.9294 


-0.9294 


0.4990 


, 1.0000 


6.0254. 


0.7431 


-0.1886 


-0.8218 


0.0254 


1.0000 


-Q«6502 


0.8842 


0.9294 


0.7431 


-0.6502 


1.0000 


-0-7353 


-0.9294 


-0. 1886 


0.8842 


-0. 73 53 


1.0000 



MqOEL 1 HI. CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS ■ 3- 4 6- a 

f 

R » 0,647^ RSQ » 0,4192 396 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0.1142 


0.1163 




1.7421 


1.5327 


6 


0.6344 


0.2875 


7 


-0.1236 


-0.0375 


8 


0.8376 


1.7261 


REG* 


CONST. » 


-0.2953 


• 

MQOEL 2 H2 CRITERION 


PREDICTORS » 


3-5 8- 


R a 


0.6471 


RSQ 3 0. 


V 


BETA 


B 


- 3 


1.6177 


1.6467 




1.7615 


1.5498 


5 


-0.1104 


-0.0441 


3 


0.0238 


0.0490 


REG. 


CONST. =» 


-0.2986 



1 



46 ITEAATICNS. 



MODEL 3 H3 CRITERION « I 
PREDICTORS -3-48-8 y 

15t » 0.6468 RSQ =« 0.4183 11 ITERATIONS. 

V BETA B 

3 1.4038 \yi.4290 

4 r.5070 1.3259 
8' 0.0175 0.0361 

REG, CONST. » -0.0323 



MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION » 1 
>PREDICTDRS « 2-2 fi- 8 

/ 

R « 0.«469 RSQ « 0.4185 2 ITERATIONS. 



V ' BETA * B 

2 0.6610 I.3S08 

3 0.1185 0.2443 
REG. CONST. « -0.0867 



00'> 
O o- 



80.71 



MODEL 5 H5 CRITERION » I 

PREOICTORS » 2- 2 

R » 0.6364 RSQ » 0.4051 

V BETA 8 

2 0.6364 1.3006 
REG. CONST. » 0.1027 



I' ITERATIONS. 



F-TEST 1 HOOEL 1 VS HOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL * 0.4192 HOOEL 1 

RSQ R^OUCEQ » 0.4188 HOOEL 2 

OIFFERENCE > 0.0004 

OFN * I. 0F0-« 67, . F-RATIO 



0.042 P » 0,8327 



F-TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.^188 HOOEL. 2 

RSQ REOUCEO » 0.>I83 HOOEL 3 

OIFFERENCE « 0.0005 

OFN « 1. OFO/- 68. F-RATIO 



0.058 P a 0.8C60 



F-TEST 3 HOOtL 3 VS HOOEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.4183 HOOEL 3 

RSQ REOUCEO * 0*4185 HOOEL 4 

DIFFERENCE « -0.0002 ' " * 

OFN « 1. OFO ' 69. F«RATI0 



0.0 



F-TEST 4 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REOUCEO 
OIFFERENCE > 
OFN « I. 



f 

HOOEL 4 VS HOOEL 5 



0«41d5 
0.4051 
0.0134 
OFO « 



HOOEL 
HOOEL 



70, 



4 
5 

F-RATIO 



0 

1.619 



I.OGCQ 



0.2048 



ERIC 



D-149 



ANALYSIS a — ALLISON VS BECKER — GRAOE 3 — > > 40 
PARAMETERS 

COL 1^5 « 8 ' * 

COL ,6-10 « itl ' ' 
COL 11-15 » 5 
COL. 16-20 ' it 

COL 21-25 » I . • 



OATA FORHAT, « COUHMVI 
INTERCQRRELATION ANALYSIS. 



1080 



00 

o 



UOO 



MEANS 



^ S^GHAS 

O 



0«62$0 



2 

3,I34p 



2 

0.4764 



I. 2149^ 

•3. 
1.5710 



4 

1.9191 



4 

1.5S63 



10.0491 



5 

3.2581 



3.9^4(5^. 



6 

5.3754 



7 

6.1051 



7 

S.4661 



8 

0.3830 



8 

0.4861 



R MATRIX 




2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 










-0.0435 










' 1 


1.0000 ^ 


0.7286 


0.2640 


0.7280 ' 


0.3217 


0.1176 


0.1921 


2 


0.7286 


. 1.0000 


0.1824 


0.1220 


0.9956 


0.2877 


( 

' 0.3105 


. 0.0631 




5 0.2640 ' 


0.1824 


1.0000 


-0.9536 


0.1736 ■ 

> 


0.9835 


-10.8637 ' 


' 0.9816 


4 


, -0.0435 


0.1220 


-0.9536 


1.0000 


0.1295 


• -0.9048 


0.9670 


-0.9715' 


> 

5- 


0.7280 


0.9956 


0.1736 


0.1295 


1.0000 


0.2750 


0.3256 


0.0603 




0.3217 


0.2877r 


0.9835 


-0.9048 


0.2750 

✓ 


l.OOOC 


« 

-0.8195 . 


0.9313 


7 


0.1116^ 


0.3105 


-0.8637 


0.9£70. 


0. 3256 


-0.8195 


1.0000 


-0.8799 


• 8 


JO;^0.1921 


0.0631 


0.9816 < t 


-0.9715 


0. 06^03 


0.9313 


-0.8799 


1.0000 


■ERIC 


/ 










r f 







80.71 



HOOEL I HI CRITERION 



PREDICTORS 



3- 4 6- '3 



V 
3 

8 o.siaz 

REG- CONST, 2 



BETA 
2.5053 ' 



B 

0.3543 
1.0063 
0.6668 
1.0288 



J 



R ■ 0.7446 


RSQ ? 0,5544 


43 


V BETA 


B 




3 0.0 


0.0 




• 4 0.0 


ro.o 




6 1.0970 


0. 1275 




7 . 1.2592 


0. 1440 




3 0.2785 


0.3581 




REG. CONST. « 


2.7341 






/ 




HOOEL 2 H2 


CRITERION » I 




PREOICTORS » 


'3- 5 8-3 




R * 0.7450 


RSO « 0.5550 


46 


V BETA 


B 




3 0.0 


0.0 




4 0.3415 


0.1371 




5 0.6544 


0.1255 




8 0.4865 


0.6254 




REG. CONST. » 

• 


2.4890 




MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERION - I 




PREOICTOBS'- 


3-4 8-8 




R « 0.7467 


RSQ-« 0.5576 


123 



43 ITERATIONS. 



46 ITERATIONS. 



123 ITERATIONS. 



HOOei. 4 H4 CRITERION » I 
PREOICTORS « 2-2 8-3 
R • 0.7432 RSQ * 0.5523 -2 ITHRATICNS. 



V * BETA B 

2 0.7193 0.9437 

8 0.1467 0.1885 

REG. CONST. - 1.2233 



D-151 



80. n 



V 



JiOOEL 5 M5 CRITERION - 1 

PREDICTORS * 2- 

R « 0,72 86 RSQ « 0,,5309 



V SETA 
2 0.7236 
REG* CONST, » 



B 

0,9559 
1,2574 



I ITERATIONS, 



F-TEST I MODEL I \S MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0,5544^ MODEL I 
(%SQ REOUCEp * 0.555d /MODEL 2 
DIFFERENCE * -0.0006 

-OFN » I* DFD * 'il. F-RATIQ 



0.0 



P * I.CCCC 



F-TEST 2 MOD"tl 2-'vS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL ■ 0*5550 MODEL 2 

RSQ REOUCEO « 0.5576 ^ MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE « -0,0026 

C^FN « I. DFD - 42. F-RATIO 

IJtEST . 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4* 
RSQ FULL » 0.5576 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED * 0.5523 ^ MODEL 4 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0053 x 
OFN ■ 1. ■ DFD ■ 43, F-RATtO 



0.0 



P » I.CCCC 



0,517 P * 0.4626 



F-TEST 4\ MODEL- 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL - 0,5523 MODEL " 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.S309 MODEL 5 ' 

DlFFeR'£MCe « 0.021^ 

OFN " DFD - 44. F-RATIO 



2,X0S P * 0.1503 



32- 



« 



D-152 ' 



80,71 



ACCachoenC D-lO 
(Page 1 of 2) 



\ MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-3 



Model 1: 



Y - a U + a X(3) + a x(^)<f a x(5) + a x(7) + a x(8) + 
< 0 1 2 3 A 5 

. a^x(9) + a,x(10) + a,x(ll) + a/(12) + £ * 



Model 2: 



Model 3: 



Y - a U + a X^2> + a X<^> + a X^^) + a X^^^ + 

10 11 12 " 13 lA 

a X(IO) + a X(ll) + a x(12) + g 
15 16 17 

Y - + a,.X<3) a..x(^> + a.,x(5) + a^.X^^^) ^ 



18 19 



20 



21* 



22 



Model A: 



Y-a U + a x(2)+a X^O) + a X^D + a X^^) + e 
25 26 27 28 29 



Model 5: 



^ " ^30" * ^31^^^^ * ^ 



Where, 
Y" 

U 

X(2) 

X(4) 
X(5^ 
X(65 
X(7) 
X(8) 
X(9) 



V 

•» unit vector 

• pretest 

• pretest If group 1; 0, otherwise 

« 

- pretest If group ^; 0, otherwise 
« pretest If group 3;'0y otherwise 

• variable 2 squared 

• variable 3 squared 

- variable 4 squared 

* 

■ variable 5 squared 



D-153 320 



. 80, 71 • Attachment D-10 

(Page 2 of 2) - 



x(10) ■ 1 if a member of group l\ 0, otherwise ^ 
x(li) - 1 If a member of group 2; 0, otherwise 
xCl2} ■ 1 if a member o£ group 3; 0, otherwise 

The groups are defined below* 

Group 1 r high^achieving students ac Allison and Becker* 

Group 2 - high^achieving students at Tide 1 schools who are from d 
former Tide I attendance area* 

Group 3 - high-achieving students from former Title I schools* 



3- 



? 
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Accachmenc D-Il 



< 



(Page"! of 25) 



REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING 
HIGH-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE 
PROJECT STUDENTS AND HIGH-ACHIEVING 

STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I 
ATTENDANCE AREAS WHO ATTEND TITLE I 
AND NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS, GRADES 1-6. 




221 

D-155 



QUrPUr fROH PROGRA^I REORAN ««« 



AMiYSis 3 — jwp v$ 11 vs rri — oraoc I — > so 



09^0 



PMAHETEItS 
CCl 1- 5 « 
CCL 6-tO - 

ca it-t5 - 

COl 16-20 • 
COl 21-25 » 

OAIA fORHAF 



12 
720 

t 

lOUMMYl 



09 70 



tNKRCOItRfUnoiVANAlYSiS* 
HUNS 
MEANS 



I- S^ICHAS 
Ul 



ft MATRIX 
I 

- 2 
3 

6 
? 

10 
11 



1 

2« S 51 S 


2 

fill 


3 


^1 . J ZZ Z 


5 

9 9 Z. 1 1 A. 

Z Z .4 r J6 


6 

J 49 r . JO jy 


'7 

2 7 7 .2966 


6 

18Q>.3rr6 


9 

1 334. 88 7 5 


10 
0.0889 


0.5276 


0.3S33 


















1 

0*7920 


2 

6.9253 


151^903V 


3Q.0715 


26. 6067 


6 

647.4 743 


r 

90'l. 7623 


6 

1691.90)9 


- 

9 

1769.3763 


• 

I 0 
0.^646 


1 1 


11. ^ Qoc 


















t 

t.oooo 


0.5327 


3 

H>.0625 


0.0700 


5 

0.06 95 


6 

0.5t50 


7 

-0.04V6 


• 6 

0.1282 


9 
if 

0.1325 


10 
-0.0794 


0. 53 2 7 


.1 .0000 


-0.1153 


0.2t95 


0.07S9 


0.9945 


-0.0653 


0.3352 


0.1616 


-0.1437 


-0*0625 


-0. tl»3 


1.0000 


-Oip 323V 


-0.2S22 


-0^1126 


0.9939 


-0.3094"^ 


-0.2342 


0.9940 


0*0700 


0.219» 


-0.323^ 


1.0000 


-0.6126 


0.2t67 


-0.3175 


0.9656 


-0.7858 


-0.3253 


0*069» 


0.07S9 


-0.2 422 


-0.6126 


1.0000 


0.0730 


-0.23 78 


-0.7775 


0.9865 


-0.2437 


0*»150 


0.99S5 


-0.1121 


0.2167 


0.07 30 


1.0000 


-0.0647 


0.3366 


0.1626 


-0.l3<n 


-0.0SS6 


-0.0653 


0.9939 


-0.3175 


-0.23 78 


-0.0647 


t.oooo 


-0.303 7 


-0.2300 


0.9756 


O«1202 


0.33»2 


-O»309S 


0.96^6 


-0. 7 7 75 


0.3366 


-0.a037 


1.0000 


*0. 7^tl9 


-0. 3113 


0.1325 


0.1616 


**0.2;)S2 


-0. 7B56 


0.9465 


0*1626 


-0*2300 


-0.75t6 


1 .0000 


-0.2 3^6 


-d.07^S 


H).M37 


0.99S0 ' 


-0.32^3 


-0.24 37 


-U.l 




-0.3113 


-0.2356 


1 .0000 


0.005?* 


0.093 7 


* -0.3262 <^ 


0.9ft52 


-0.82^6 


O.OV32 


-0.32i2 


0.9426 


-0. 7976 


-0.3302 


0.0S05 


-0.01?1 


-0.2S4JI 


-0.6212 


0.95V5 


**0.01^2 


-0.2403 


-0. 765 7 




-0.2463 



80. n 



ft HATRIX 


11 


12 


I 


0.0059 


0.QL405 


2 


* 0.0937 


-0.0121 


3 


-0.3282 


-0. 2448 


4 


0*9852 


•0 •8212 

• 


'5 


•0.8248 


0.9895 


6 


0.0932 




7 


-0.3222 




8 


0.9426 


~V • f 9 7 r 


9 


-0.7976 


0.<9569 


10 
11 


-0.3302 


-0.2463 


I. 0000 


-0.833 5 


12 

s 


-0.8335 


KOOOO 


MOOS. I HI CRITERION * 


I 


PPEOKTORS - . 


3- 5 -7-12 




R » 0.5197 


RSQ » 0.2701 


V SETA 
3 0.0 
'4 0.1647 
5 0.1465 
7. 0*6460 

8 i;0338 

9 1.0387 

10 -0.0566 

11 ' 0.0 

12 -0.0096 
REG. CONST. * 


8 

0.0 

0.0043 
0.0040 
0.0006 
0.0004 
0-0005 

-0.1576 
0.0 

-0.0157 
0.6525 





122 ITERATIONS. 



ERIC- 



-t , 



80.71 



HOOEL 2 H2 CRITERION « I 
PREDICTORS » 3- 6 10-12 
R » 0.5517 RSQ * 0,3044 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


3-7089 


0,1847 




7,5198 


0.1981 


5 


7,7535 


0.2132 


6 


-1.2466 


-COO 12 


10 


-0.1433 


-0.3987 


11 


-0,7312 


-1.160b 


12 . 


-1-2139 


-1.9774 


REG, 


CONST. » 


-3,9745 


Hooa 


3 H3 CRITERION ■■ 


PREDICTORS » 


3- 5 10-1 


R » 0 


.5346 


RSQ* 0. 


V 


BETA 


8 


3 


1.II16 


0.0554 


4 


2.1230 


O.0559 


5 


2.Si200 


0-0693 


10 


-0,5987 


-1.6662 


11 ^ 


-1.0795 


-1.7135 


12 


-1.4855 


-2.4199 


RJQ. 


CONST, » 


0,8492 



733 ITERATIONS. 



-493 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEL 4 H4 CRITERION > 1 
P.BEDICtORS « 2- 2 10-12 
R » 0.5348/ RSQ ^ 0,2860 



V 
2 

10 

u 

12 



BETA 
0.5347 
0.0090 
0.0 

0,0471 



REG. CONST. 



B 

O4O6I2 
0-0251 
0.0 

0.0766 
•1. 1720 



3 ITERATICnS. 



ERIC 



P-IS8 




80.71 



MCDEL 5 H5 CRITERION « 1 

PfiEOICTORS « 2- 2 

R » 0,5327 RSQ'- 0,2837 



1 ITERATIONS, . 



V BETA 
2 0-5327 
REG. CONST, « 



B 

0.0609 
•I.I266 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 V5 MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0,2701 MODEL l' 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.3044 " MODEL 2 
DIFFERENCE » -0,0343 

OFN » 2. DFD'» 711- F-RATIO 



0,0 



P a l.OOiJO 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
«WQ FULL « 0.3044 . MODEL ^ 
RSQ REDUCED « 0.2853 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE « 0,0186 ~ 

DFN » 1. DFD » 713, F-RATIO ^ 19,091 



0.0001 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.2858 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED » 0,2860 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE * -0.0003 

OFN «' 2, DFD * 714. F-RATIO 



0.0 



1.0000 



F-TEST 4 MODEL -4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0,2860 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.2837 ^ MODEL '5 
, DIFFERENCE » 0,0023' 
OFN • i* OFD - 716, F-RATIO 



1.143 



0.3194 



^159 33G 



♦♦♦ OUIPU^I^ FROM PROCRAH RECRAN 



ERIC 



t ANALYSIS 3 — 

I' 


SHP VS Tl 


VS fll — 


GRADE 2 — 


> ^0 


PARAMETERS 
fCL !• 5 • 
CCL 6-10 • 
CCL 11-15 • 
COL l6-»20 « 
cot 21-25 • 


12 

7ia 

5 
1 


• 




• 


t>ATA FORMAT » 


lOUHHY) 








INTERCORRELATlofTA^ALYSlS* 


- 




H€AHS 


1 

3» 1260 


2 

£ * J ^ £ £ 


3 

0»2U1 


0*8838 


MEANS 


* 

1 1 
0«3955 


1 2 
0«5028 






S IGHA^ 

O 
1 


— 1 
0«82^6 


c 

0*5595 


3 

0.^50 


1*13^7 


S^SICMAS 

o 


11 

A on 


12 






% MATRIX 


I 


2 


3 . 




I 


uoood 


0«66^^ 


-0»0569 


0*0052 


2 


^«66^\ 


KOOOO 


-0,07^8 


-0*002^ 


3 


••0,0569 


-0« 07-^8 


1*0000 


t 

-0*2 5*8 




O.0O52 


-0*002^ 


-*0*25^8 


1*0000 


% 

5 


0*308^ 


0«^6 76 


-0*3115 


^*7*l6 


6 


0.65^6 


0.990^ 


-0*0661 


-0*0135 




0.0126^ 


0«0057 


*0*9617 


-0*2292 




4)«10^1 


0«U17 


-0*2279 


0*9652 




0*399& 


0*6217 


-0*2698 


-0*6*2* 


10 


-0<,ll62 


-0.U23 


0*9724 


-0* 2621 


* 

11 • 


-0*0998 


-0*1557 


r0*26^6 


0*9629 


12 


0«l679 


0«23d3 


-0*3290 


-0* 7833 



1070 



>r 1090 



5 

1*2V*3 



5 

1*3069 



* 5 

0*308* 

0**6 76 

0*3115 

0*7*16 

1*0000 

0**689 

0* 2801 

0*66 32 

0.958'9 

0* 3203 

0*7702 

0*9*68 



6 

5*7989 



6 

2*9130 



6 

0*65*6 
0*990* 
-0*0661 
-0*0135 
0**689 
1*0000 
0*0152 
0* 1274 
0*6357 
-0*1313 ' 
-0*1 580 
0*2339 



7 

0**?*0 



7 

1*6111 



7 

0*0126 
0*0057 
0*9617 
-0*2292 
-0*2801 
0*0152 
1*0000 
"0*20*9 
-0*2*26 
0*87*5 
-0*2 340 
-0*2159 



0 

2k0686 



8 

2*9696 



8 

0*10*1 

0*1417 
^0*2279 

0*9652 
-0.6632 

0*127* 
•0* 20*9 

1*0000 
-0*57*5 
-0*23** 

0*^6611 
-0* 7005 



9 

3.2563 



9 

3*9*87 



9 

0*3995 

0*621 1 
-0*2698 
-0*6*2* 

0*9S89 

0*6357 
-0* 2*26 
-0*5 7*5 

1*0000 
-0*277* 
-0*66 71 

0*8201 



10 
0*101 7 



• 10 
0*3022 

10 

-0*1162 
-0*1*2 3 

0*9724 
-0*2621 
-0*3203 
-0*1313 

0*87*5 
-0*23** 
-0*277* 

1*0000 
-0*2721 
-0*3383 



80.71 









' \ 


• 




1. ^ 












MATRIX 


11 


' 12 • 


1 


•0«0998 


0.1679 


\ 2- 


' •6.1557 


0.2383 

V 9 c 




w # ^ w ^ w 


«0« 32Q0 


4 




"•V • f <9 ^ J 


5 


•0-7702 


V # T*f OO 


6 


•0,1580 


0,2339 


7 


•0.2380 


• • 
«^ V # 6 T «^ T 


3 


0.86 1 1 


•0-700 5 


9 


••0«6671 ^ 


0,8201 


10 


, -J0'.2721 


-0.3383 


11 


1 ,00^)0 


-0.813S 


u • 


-0.8135 


1,0000 



MODEL 1 Ml CRITERION * 1 
PREDICTORS • .3- 5^ 7-12 
R » 0^6630 RSQ' » 0,4396 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0,1058 


0,1334 


4 


0.1249 


0.0908 


5 


0.3290 


0.2076 


7 


0.4322 


0.2212 




0.6793 


041886 . 


; 9 


,^.6155 


0,1285 




. -0.0746 
* 0.0604 


-0.2037 


11 


0,1019 


12 


0,1122 


0,;851 


REG. 


CONST. » 


1.732 7 



204 ITERATIONS^ 



D-161 



.ERIC. 



HOOHL 2 HZ CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS * 3- 6 10-12 
R - 0.6678 RSQ > 0.4460 



B 

1.2174 
0.8606 
0.7290 
9^309 
-1.9079 
-1.0954 
-0.7770 
2.0365 




428 ITERATICNS. 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN » 
PREDICTORS « 3-5 10-12 



0.6683 



RSC ^ 0.4466 



V . 


SETA 


a 


3. 


0.9787 


1.2334 




1^3826 


' 1.0048 


5 


1.4701" 


»0.9276 


10 


-0. 4^445 


/•1.2128 
-0.6863 


11 


-0.4070 


12 ' 


-0.3014 


-0.4971 


REG. 


CONST. » 


• J. 4645 



130 ITERATIONS, 



MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION - 1 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 10-12 



R « 0«6648 

.V BETA 

2 0.6613 

10 - -0.0221 

11 0.0 

12 0.0 
REG. CONST.. » 



RSQ » 0.441»9 

B 

0.9746 
-0.0604 
0.0 
0.0 

0.8495 

'\ 
D-162 



31} 



2 ITERATIONS. 



80.71 



/ 



•MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 



V 
2 

REG. 



0.6644 

BETA 
0.6644 
CONST. " 



RSQ » 0.4414 
8 

0.9792 
0*8325 



1 ITERATIQi^S. 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSq FULL " • 0.4396 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED > 0.4460 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE « -O.C064 

DFN » 2. DFD » 709. F-RATIO 



0.0 



1.0000 



F-TEST 2 
RSQ FULL » 
RSQ REDUCED 
OIFFEftENCE « 
DFN » 1. . 



MODEL 2 VS 

0.4460 
* 0.4466 
1 -O.C006 

DFC " 711 



MODEL 3 
MODEL 2 
MODEL 3 



F-RATIO 



0.0 



1.0000 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.4466^^ MODEL 3 
RSQ REDUCED « 0.4419 MODEL 4 

OIFFERENdS » 0.0047 

DFN ■ 2. DFD * 712. F-RATiO 



3.002 P > 0«04d8 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL * 0.4419 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.4414 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « 0^0005 

DFN - 2. DFD - 714. F-RATIO 



0.30J P » 0.7405 



D-163 



311 



mc 



OUIPUr fROM PROGHAH HEGRAN 



ANALYSIS 3 SuP VS II VS f II 



CkAOE a > ^0 



PAAAMflERS 
CCL 5 • 

CCL 6*10 " 
COL 11-15 - 
,COt 16^20 « 
CCl 21-25 - 



12 

623 
5 

I 



OAlA rORHAf " lOUHNY) 
rNrEHCORft^lAISON ANALYSIS. 



<7^ 



HUNS 


1 

^«2bl9 


2 

3*3754^ 


# 3 
* 0*2364 


* 4 ' 
1*4509 


1*6661 


HtANS 


11 

0*^302 


12 
0*4944 








SICHAS 


1 

o.a^s^ 


2 

0*623 1 


3 

o*a3do 


4 

1 * 7 1 96 


5 

1 * 76 36 


S ICHAS 


11 

0*^9^1 


12 
0*5000 








R HAfRiX 


1 


2 


' ( 


4 


5 


1 


1*0000 


0*7129 


0.0402 


0*Q977 


0*1375 


2 


0*7129 


1.0000 


-0*0765 


0*1544 


•* 

0*2391 


3 


0*0402 


-0*0765 


1*0000 


-0*2 360 


-0*2700 




0*0977 


0*1544 


-0*2360 


1*0000 


-0*60 74 
1*0000 


5 


, 0*1375 


0*2391 


•0*2700 


-0*6074 


6 


0*1023 


0*9937 


-0*0757 


0*1551 


0.2356 


1 


0*0/>36 


«0*03ai 


0*9656 


•0*2264 


•0*2591 


a 


0*1975 


0*3016 


-0*2170 


0*9701 


-0*73f>2 




0*256a 


0*3944 


-0*2447 


-0*7^17 


0* 9690 


10 


0*0173 . 


•0*1107 


0*967? 


•0*2410 


-0*2734 


' 11 


-0*0116'' 


^^*OQ37^ 


-0*2451 


0*9710 


-0*6)16 


12 


0*Q023 


0*0622 


•0*2790 


-0*6342 


0*«lf>7*> 



lERiCl 



1190 







1210 






o 


f 

f 


* 

o 






11*7616 


0*7561 


5*0626 


5*9609 


0*0754 
































6 


7 


6 


9 


10 


^ . w 1 O W 

ft 


> JinnJi 


O* 7qI 4 


O *0( 




O 


■ 1 


0 


Q 






U * UO J 9 


0*19 77 


0* <76o 


0 * OA f J 


U * 7 7 J f 


— Vl *U JQI 


0* 1 0 


0* J9^4 


— U * 1 f 


-0*0757 


0*9656. 


-0*2170 


-0*2447 


0*967/ 


0*1551 


-0*2264 


0*9701 


-0*7317 


-0*2410 


0*2356 


-0*2591 


•0*7362 


0*96\o 


-0*2734 


^*0000 


-0*03V6 


0*3059 


0*3951 


•0*1072 


-0*0396 


1*0000 


•0*2062 


-0*2346 


0*9476 


0*3059 


-^0*2002 


1*0000 


•0*6672 


-0.2197 


0*3951 


•0*2346 


•0*6672 , 


1*0000 


-0.2477 


-0*1072 


0*9476 


-0*2197 


-0*2477 


1*0000 


-0.0024 


-0*2)52 


0*6654 


-0*75J6 


-0*24H2 


0*05*iO 


-0**267 7 




0*H7/1 


-0*2tf25 



R MATRIX 


11 ' 


12 


RO 71 


1 






-0.0116* 


6.0023 




2 


-0.0037 


0.0622 




3 


-0,245r 


*0*2790 


4 ■ 


4 


, 0*9710 


-0.8342 




5 


-0. 8316 


. 0.9679 




6 


• -0*0024 


0.0590 




7 


-0*23^2 


-0.2677 




8 


0.8854 


-0.7607 




9 

■f 


-0*7536 


0.8771 




10 


•0.2482 


-0.2825 


* 


11 


. l.QQOO 


-0.3592 




12 


-0.8592 


1.0000 


MCOEL 


1 "mi 


CRITERION - 


I ' \ 


PR60ICT0RS « 


3- 5 7-12 




R « 0 


.7108 


RSQ - 0*5Q53 


V 


BETA 


B 




3 


0.0 


0.0 




4 


0.2033 


0.0999 




5 


0;i906 


0*0914 . 




7 


0*4676 


0.1411 




8 


0.8615 


0*1107 




9 


1*0047 


0*1236 




10 


0.0868 


0*2778 




11 


0.0 


0*0 




12 


•0.0866 


-0.1464 




REO. 


CONST. « 


Z.5502 


r 



149 ITERATIONS. 



HOOEL 2 H2 CRITERION " 1 
PREDICTORS « 3- 6 10-12 



0.7225 



RSQ 



0.5220 



337 ITERATIONS, 



V 
3 
4 
5 
6 
10 
11 
12 



BETA 
1.5450 
3.10-63 
3.4726 
-0.4574 

0.0 
-0.r078 
-0.4021 



REG. CONST* 



B 

1.5586 
1.5269 
1.6643 
-0.0837* 

0.0 
-0.1840 
•0*6800 
0.2104. 



3M 



D-165 



4 



80.71 



MOOET. 3 H3 CRITEPICN » I 
PREOICTORS « 3- 5 10-12 
R * 0.7197 RSQ - 0.5179 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.7766 


0.7834 




1.8687 


<J.9185 


5 


2.1892' 


1 .'04qf2 


10 


-0.4834 


-1.5473 


11 


-1.3236 


-2.2599 


12 


-1.6Ud 


-2.7304 


REG. 


CONST. « 


3.3515 



272 ITERATIONS, 



HOOEL 4 H4 CRITERION - I 
PREDICTORS « 2- 2 10-12 



0.7196 



V 

2 

10 
11 
12 



BETA 
0.7241 
0.1015 
0.0160 
0.0 



REG. CONST. ■ 



RSO * 0.5178 

8 

0.9825 
0.3248 
0.0273 
0.0 
» 0.3493 



4 ITERATIONS, 



4 — 

X-J 



D-166 



80.71 



MOOa 5 M5 CRITERION - 1 



PR60ICT0RS » 2- 2 



0.7129 



RSQ - 0«5082 



I ITERATIONS. 



V 8E7A 8 

2 0.7129 0.9672 
REG. CONST. * 0.9372 



F-TEST 1 M006L I VS HOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.5053 HOOEL I 
RSQ R60UCE0 » 0.5220 HOOEL 2 
DIFFERENCE « -0.0168 

OFN « 2. OFO 6U, F-RATIO » 0,.a P a I.OOOO 



F-TEST 2 HOOSL 2 VS HOOEL 3 
RSQ FULL - 0.5220 HOOEL 2 
RSQ REOUCeC » 0.5179 . HOOEL 3 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0041 " 

OFN » I. OFO ■ 616. F-RATIO * 5.278 P » 0.0207 



F-TEST 3 HOML 2 VS hOOEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.5179 flOOEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED - 0.5178 MOD^L 4 

DIF'FERENCE » 0*0001 

OFN » 2. OFO « 617. F-RATIO » 0,0^6 { P * 0.9170 



F-TEST 4 HODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL » 0.5173 MOOEL 4 
* RSQ REDUCED « 0.5082 MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0096 

OFN « 2. OFO « 619. F-RATIO ■ 6.176 P « 0.0026 



■ 5JG 

D-167 



£RJC 



I ANUYSIS 3 ~ SWP VS Tl V$ f Tl GRADE ^ > ^0 



rAAAHETERS 
CCt I- 5 - 
cot fr-lQ ' 
CCt 11-15 - 
COL IWO - 
Ca 21-^5 - 



12 
5 

\ 



data fuknat « iou>)hv} 
ihUrcorrclatiuh analysts. 



00 



lERLC 



HEANS 


1 

S*SS33 


2 

4«45I2 


3 

0,2150 


1,^901 


heaIns . 


U 
0*33^0 


12 

o,6Ue 


• 




SIGKAS 


1 

1,0666' 


2 . 
0,63<»6 


0*9326 


2,.13^2 


StGHAS ' 


It 

O.^M6 


\2 
0,^666 






K MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 




I 


I .0000 


0,7579 


-0,0^26 


0,12^6 






t,0000 


-0»06a6 


0,10^3 


3 


-0*0^26 


^^0,0666 


1,0000 


-0,1610 




0,12^e 


0,10^3 


-0,1610 


1,0000 




0,1156 


0,2155 


-*0,263^ 


**0,6563 




0,7572 


0,9971 


-0,0669 


0,0995 


f 


«0«0263 


-*0,0435 


0,9917 


-0,1570 


a 


0,1951 


0,192 3 


-0,1 5^3 


0,9662 


9 


0,2^06 


0,3796 


-0,26H 


-0,7926 


10 


-Q,096l 


«0«0926 


0,9921- 


-0*1623 


11 


0,0^99 


0,0111 


-0,1632 


0,9660 


12 


-0,0230 


0,0305 


-0,2912* 


-0^11021 



1310 



mo 



5 6 7 « , 9 10 

2,746t 20,2226 0,9159 6,7752 t2,53U 0,0512 



9 10 
237 11,0369 0,2205 



5 

2,2339 
5 

0,1156 
0,2155 
•0, 26 3* 
«»0,6563 
1,0000 
0,2192 
-0,276* 
-0,622 7 
0,975) 
-0,2a5 7 
-*0,H705 
0,97 10 



6 

5«9765 



6 

0«7572 
0,9971 

<-0,06a9 
0,099^ 
0,2f92 
1,0000 

-0*0**9 

0, laol 

0^3A56 
*H),0912 
0«0077 

0,0339 



7 

*^0730 



7 * 
**0,02a3 
^•0.^*35 

0,991 7' , 
-0,1570 
-0,2 76* 
«-0.0**9 

1,0000 
-•0,1505 
-0,2553 

0,9677 
-0,1572 
-0,2tt*l 



6 

10,1 
6 

4 

0,1956 
0,1923 

-o.n*3 

0,9662 
-0,6227 

0, uai 
-0,1505 

1,0000 
-C, 7599 
-0.1555 

^,9*51 
-0,a*55 



9 

0.2*06 
0.3796 
-0,2616 
-*0, 7926 
0,9753 
0,3856 
-0,2553 . 
-0, 7599 
1,0000 
-0,2636 , 
-0,00*0 
0,696 7 



-0,0561 
-0,0926 

0,9921 
•M,1623 
-0,2657 
-0,0912 

0,9677 
-0,15S5 
-0,2636 

1,0000 
-0,16*6 
-•0,2936 



80.71 



R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 
.4 
5 
6 
7 

a 

' 9 
10 

. 11 
12 



II 
0.0499 

o.oiia 

•0.1632 

0.9860 
-0.8705 

0.0C77 
-0.1592 

0.^451 
-0.8040 
-0.1646 

l.OOOO 
-0.8946 



12 
•0.0230 

0.0305 
-0.2912 
-0.8821 

0.9730 

0.0339 
-0.2841 
-0.8455 

0.8987 
-0.2936 
-0.8946 

1.0000 



MC06L 1 Ml, CRITERION » I 
PP60ICT0R"S. » 3- 5 7-12 
R ■ 0.7600 RSQ » 0.5777 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0.0 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


0.0 


5 


'O.O 


0.0 


T 


0.4613 


0.1208 


8 


1.3654 


0.1439 


9 


1.3682 


0.1322 


10 


0.0615 


0.2977 


11 


-0.0538 


•0.1217 


12 


0.0 


0.0 


REG. 


CONST. - 


2.7661 



41 ITERATICNS, 



HC06L 2 M2 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTORS » 3-6 10-12 
R - 0.7598 RSQ » 0.5773 





V 


BETA 


B 




3 


-0.1881 


-0.2152 




4 


0.0 


0.0 




5 


-0.2561 


•0.1223 




6 


0.8110 


. 0.1448 




10 . 


0.1645 


0.7957 




11 


•0.0522 


-0.1180 




12 


0.1461 


0.3202 


ERIC 


REG. 


CONST. ■ 


2.7397 



51 ITERATIONS. 



■ 3rj 

D-169 



ao.7i 



MODEL 3 M3 CRIT.ERWN » I 
PREDICTORS -3-5 10-12 
R » 0.7603 RSO » 0.5780 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0.5993 


0.6856 




2.8327 


1.4159 


5 


■ 2*5466 


1.2161 


10 


-0.2983 


-1.4433 


11 


-2.014*7 


-4.5571 


12 


-1.7181 


-3.7663 


REG. 


CONST. » 


3.7979 



345 ITERATIONS. 



HCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION » I 
PREDATORS * 2- 2 10-12 



R - 0.7593 



V 
2 
10 
11 

,12 



BETA 
0.7594 
0.0 
0.0 
•0.0461 



REG. CCNST. 



RSQ » 0.5766 

B 

1.2665 

0.0 

0.0 
-0.1011 
r0,0919 



2 ITERATIONS. 



33 ; 



D-170 



80.71 




HOOEL 5 H5 CRITERION » I 
PREOICTORS » 2- 2 ' 

R « 0*7579 RSQ »,0*?745 ,1 ITHRATICNS^ 

BETA 6 . • • 

2 0.7579 l«264l 
R£G« CONST. « -0.1436. 



F-TEST I MdOHL 1 VS I*OOEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.5777 MODEL I 

RSQ REOUdEO a 0.5773 MOOEL 2 

OUFFERENCE * 0.0004 

OFN * 2. OFO a 518. F-RATIO « , 0.217 P * 0.3072 



F-TEST 2 HOOEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0.5773 MOOEL 2 * 

RSQ REOUCEO > O.S780 HOOEL 3 

-OIFFERENCE * -0,0007 
OFN ^ I. OFO « 520. F-RATiO » 0.0 P » I. 0000 



F-TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS l-OOEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.5780 - MOOEL 3 
RSQ REOUCEO » 0.5766 MOOEL 4 
OIFFERENCE » 0.0C14 

OFN » 2. OFO « 521. F-RATIO « 0.366 P = 0.4244 



F-TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS HOOEL 5 

RSQ FULL « 0.5766 MOOEL 4 

RSQ REOUCEO » 0.5745 MOOEL 5 \ 

OIFFERENCE » 0.0021 V 

OFN • 2. OFO ■ 523. F«?RATIO » 1^314 P « 0.2688 



ERJC 



351 



D-171 



• OUfPUl FRGH PROOMH I^ECBAN 
ANiHYSIS 3 — ' SNP VS ft VS f If — CRAUE 5 ~ > *0 



COL I- 5 - 

CCL 6*10 • 

ca 11-15 - 

CCL 16-20 - 

CCt 21*25 - 



5 
I 



iNURCORf^lLAllON A^ALYSIS* 



NCANS 
MEANS 



I 

II 
0.T6I5 



2 

5,7I57 

12 
0*6000 



3 

0*11^7 



2*15)5 



5 

3*^015 



SICHAS 

? 

M SIGKAS 



K HA IB 



10 
II 



, 1 

UI530 

II 

0,^621 



I 

1 .0000 
0*619^ 

0* W05 
0*062^ 
0*0192 
0*0726 
0*2 706 
0*U^5 
a*0200 ' 
0*0616 
-0*067^1 



2 

0*8653 

12 
0*^899 



2 

o«ai94 

4*0000 
-0*0)88^ 



0*2088 

m 

0*1015 
0*9965 

*-0*0001 
g. 32M 
0*25^1 

-()*0M8 

o*ono 
^*05ia 



3 

0.967^ 



^ 

0*0^$6 
«O*0)88 

1*0000 
^0*13^9 
-0*2159 
^*03li 

0*9812 
-0* 1269 
-0*2009 

0*9856 
-0*1311 
--0*2212 



2*856^ 



0*1705 

.0*2088 ^ 
-0*13^9 

1*0000 
-0*8926 

0*2167 
-0* 1280 

0*9801 
r0*0^08 
-0*1 J69 

0*9799 
-0*91^11 



5 

2*05U 



0*062^ 
0*^075 
-0*2159 
*0*892& 
1*0000 
0*0960 
•0*20^7 
-0*839^ 
0*97 75 
-0*2190 
-•0*9109 
0*97^7 



U30 



U50 



6 7 8*9 10 

3)*^I86 0*966) 12*7106 19*7^16 0,0325 





r 






•1 p 


10*^755 


i5.6^09 


18*096^ 


17*7^85 


0*T773 










6 


1 


8 


9 


10 


0*8192 


0*0726 


0*2706 


0*18^5 


0*0200 


0.9965 


-0*0001 
4 


0*3277 


0*25^1 


-0*0718 


**0*03I3 


0*9812 


-0*1269 


-0*2009 / 


0*9856 


0.2167^ 


-0*1260 


0*9801 


-0*8308 


-0*1369 


0*0960 


-0*20^7 


-0*839^ 


0*9775 


-0*2190 


UOOOO 


0*0078 


0*3390 


0*2^21 


-0*06^5 


0*0070 


1*0000 


-0*1203 


-0*1905 


0*93^7 


0*3390 


-0*1203 


1*0000 


to* 7813 


-0*1287 


0*2^21 


-0*1905 " 


-0*7813 


\*0000 ^ 


-0*2u39 


-0*0b^5 


0*9)'47 


-0*U8 7 


-0*2039 


1*0000 


0*0H5O 


-0* 1 306 


0*92*15 


-0*8^79 


-0*1397 


-0*0603 


-0*2090 


-0*8602 


0*9082 


-0.22<i5 



80.71 



R MATRIX 


11 


12 




4 


0.0616 


-0.0679 




2 


0.0790 


• 

-0.0513 


■ 


3 


. -0.1377 


-0,2212 






0.9799 


-0.9148 




5 


•0.9109 


0,9757 




6 


0.0850 


-0.0603 




7 


-0.1306 


-0.2098 


* 


8 


0.9215 


•0.8662 




. 9 


-0,8479 


0.9082 




' 10 


•0.1397 


-0.2245 




11 


1.0000 


-0.9336 


. ( 


12 


-0.9336 


1.0000 


y 


MCOEL I Ml , 


CRITERION - 


I 




PREDICTORS ■ 


3- 5 7-12 






R ' 0.8224 


RSQ » 0.6764 


25 ITERflTICNS* 


V BETA 

3 0.0 

4 0.0 

5 0.0 

7 0.4497 

8 1.4234 

9 1.3939 

10 0.0671 

11 0.0 

12 0.0 
REG. CONST. » 


B 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0919 

0.0907 

Q.0906 

0.4362 

0.0 

0.0 

3.7538 






•MODEL 2 H2 ^CRITERION * 


1 




PREDICTORS • 


3- 6 10-12 






R - 0.8225 


RSQ » 0.6764 


1 ITERATIONS. 


V ' BETA 

3 0.0 

4 o.q- 

5 o.a 

6 0.8239 

10 0.0731 

11 0.0 
. 12 0.0 
REG. CONST. ■ 


B - 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0907 
0.4755 
0.0 
0.0 

3.7511 


D-173 





"iQQBl 3 (*3 CRITERION « 1 



PRgOIXTORS » 


3- 5 10-12 




R » 0.8227 


RSQ » 0.6768 


317 


V BETA 


B 




3 0.7449 


0.8879 




4 2.8432 


1.1477 




5 2.6411 


1.0630 




10 -0.3860 


-2.50S7 




11 -1.8575 


-4.4423 




12 -1.7006 


-4.0024 




RgG. CONST, » 


4.6700 





317 ITgRATICNS. 



MCOgL 4 M4 CRITERION » 1 
PRgOICTQRS -2-2 10-12 

R » 0-8233 RSQ - 0.6778 3 ITERATIONS. 



V 


BETA 


B 




2 


0.8246 


1.0987 




LO 


0.0792 


0.5148 




11 


0.0075 


o.oiao 




12 


0.0 


0.0/ 




REG. 


CONST. ■ 


0.4937 





D-174 



80.71 



MCOEL 5 H5 CRITERION » 1 • 
PREDICTORS • 2- 2 

R « 0.8194 RSO^« 0'.67L5 I ITERATIONS. 

V , BETA a • 

2 0.8194 1.0918 
REG. CONST. « 0.5566 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS HOOEL 2 
RSQ FULL " 0.6764 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.6764 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE » -O.OOOO 

DFN « 2. DFD « 391. F-RATIO « 0.0 P » 1.0000 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 * 
RSQ FULL * 0.6764 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.6768 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE » -0.0004 

DFN » I. DFO » 392. F-RATIO « 0.0 P « 1.0000 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL » 0.6768 MODEL 3 - 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.6778 MODEL 4 

DI)=FERENCE - -0i0009 

DFN « 2. DFD » 394. F-RATIO » 0.0 P ■ l.dOOO 



F-TEST 4„ MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL « 0.6778 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED -JD.6715 MODEL 5 

D IFFERENCE » 0.0063 

DFN • 2» DFD ■ 396. F-RATIO » 3.371 P » 0.0211 



3S'J 

D-175 



A>UIY$I5 3 — $WP VS II V$ f H 



GI^AUE 6 ~ > 40 



f ARAMEIEIIS 
COi I- 5 - 
Ca 6-10 - 
COi 11-15 • 
cot 16-20 - 
COI 21-25 - 



12 
411 
5 
4 
1 



OAIA fURMAl - lOUHFYI 
INie«»CdRRElAnON ANAtVSIS* 



HEANS 


1 


2 


3 


4 




1.1691 


6*6620 


0*2433 


2*6350 


HEANS 


11 


12 








0*3620 

% 


0*5f91 






5IGKA5 


1 


2 


3 


4 




U 355f 


1*0415 


1*2160 


3*4264 


d 5IGHAS 


11 


12 








0*4059 


0*4931 






n hatkIx 


1 


2 


3 


4 




1*0000 


0.6? 13 


-0*0113 


0*2622 




0*6^13 


1*0000 


-0.0655 


0*3053 




-0*0113 


-0*0655 


1.0000 


-0*1535 




0*2622 


0*3053 


•0.1535 


1 *0000 




0*0067 


0*0225 


•*0.2266 


-0*6604 




0*6626 


0*9955 


-0.0626 


0*3063 




0*0072 


-0*0432 


0*9696 


-0* 1493 




0*3f63 


^ 0*4363 


-0* l42f 


o*9?5;r 




0*1395 


0* W63 


-0*2115 


-0*613? 




-0*02/0 


-0*063 5 


0*9925 


^*I54? 


* n 


0*1339 


0*1631 


-0*15? 1 


r>*9??<> 




-0»1212 


H)*12/6 


-0*2343 


-0*9015 



o 



15?0 



5 

3* 8036 


6 

45.?33? 


? 

1.542? 


8 

18*69?3 


9 

25*493? 
J' 


10 

0*0369 


5 

3*3205 


6 

15.4364 


? 

?.94^ 


6 

26*1?45 


9 

24*a?95 


10 
0* 1934 














5 


6 


1 


6 


9 


10 


0*006? 


0*862^ 


0*00?2 


0*3?d3 


0*1395 


-0*02?0 


o*o^25 


0.9955 


-0*0432 


0*4363 


0*1?83 


-0*08 3 5 


-0* 2266 


-0.0626 


0*9696 


-0*142? 


-0*2115 


0*9925 


-0.8804 


0.306 3 


^0*1493 


0*9?5? 


-0*813? 


-0*154 ? 


UOOOO 


0*0169 


-0*^225 


-0*6183 


0*9?3? 


-0*2305 


0.0169 


1.0000 


-0*0415 


0*4445 


0*1?1? 


-0*0796 


-0*2225 


-0.0415 


l*UO0O 


-0*136? 


-0*2056 


0*9651 


-0*611^3 


0.4445 


-0*136? 


1*0000 


-0* ?563 


-0*U36 


0.9? 3? 


O.UU 


-0*2056 


-0* ?563 


1*0000 


-0*2131 


-0.2105 


•0.0?96 


0*9651 


-*0* 1436 


-o;2ni 


1*0000 


-O.OUO^ 


0. 1636 


-0*IS2? 


0*9096 


-0*8324 


-0*1582 


0^9?66 


-0.12711 


-0*22?6 


-0*63?a 


0*902? 


-0*236l 



R MATRIX II 12 

1 0,1339 -0.1212 

2 0,1631 -0,1278 

3 -0,157l -0,23^3 
^ 0,9776 -0,9015 

5 -0,9006 0,9766 

6 0,1636 «0.129a 

7 -0,1527 -0-2278 

8 0,9086 -0.8378 

9 -0,832^ 0,9027 
10 -Q.I582 -0.2361 
U 1,0000 -0.9221 
12 -0,9221 1. 0000 

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION « 1 
PREOICTORS -3-5 7-12 

R ' 0.8638 RSQ * 0.7461 5 ITERATIONS. 

V ^BETA 8 ** 

3 0,0129 0.0U4 

4 0.0 0,0 

5 0,0569 0,0232 

7 . 0,4809 0.0821 

8 1.4618 0.0767 

9 1.3035 0.0734 

10 0.0 0.0 

11 0.0 0.0 

12 0.0 0.0 
REG. CONST. - 4.2447 
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Hcoa. 2 H2 Criterion * i 

PREDICTORS » 3- 6 10-12 



R » 0.8637 RSQ » 0.7459 2 ITERATIONS. 

V SETA 8 

3 0.0429 0.0477 

4 0.0 ^0.0 

5 0.0 0.0 

6 0.8653 0.0760 
.0 ^ 0.0 0.0 

11 0.0 0.0 

12 0.0 0.0 
REG. CONST. > 4.2825 



MCOEL 3 H3 CRITERION = I 



PPEOICTORS 
R « 0.8721 



3- 5 10-12 
RSQ » 0.7606 



1 V 


BETA 


8 


X 

4 


0'.7725^ 


0.8598 
1.1992 


5 


2.6581 


1.0852 


10 


-0.6061 


-4.2479 


11 


-2.4159 


-6.7406 


12 


-2.1735 


-5.9682 


REG. 


CCNST. « 


6.4686 



377 ITERATIONS. 



HGOEL 4 M4 



PREDICTORS 
R 



0.8726 ^ 



CRITERICN » I 
' 2- 2 10-1.2 

RSQ - 0.7614 



V 
2 
10 
11 
12 
REG, 



BETA 
0.8752 
0.0461 
0.0 
0.0 
CONST. » 



S 

1.1392 
0.3231 
0.0 
0.0 

0.1442 



2 iteratk:ns 



2^ 
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HCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS -2-2 

R « 0.8713 RSQ • 0.7592^^ ^ I ITERATIONS. 

V 8ETA B 

2 0.8713 1.1342 
REG. CONST. « 0.1902 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS KODEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.7461 HODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.7459 MODEL 2 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0001 

DFN » 2. OFO - 402. f-RATIO « 0.099 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS HODEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0.7459 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.7606 MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE » -©•0147 

DFN « 1. OFD • 404. F-RATIO » 0.0 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS HODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.7606 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.7614 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE « -0.0007 

DFN « 2- DFD » 405. F-RATiO » 0.0 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FULL «w 0.7614 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED • 0.7592 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0021 

DFN » 2. OFO » 407. F-RATIO « 1.800 



SGI 
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ANALYSIS 4 — RAINBOW KIT — GRAOH 1 



PARAMETERS 

COL 1- 5 « 8 

COL 6-10 » 102 

COL 11-15 - 5 

COL 16-20 » tt 

COL 21-25 = 1 

DATA FORiJAT » (OUMMYl 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



MEANS 


1 

1 .4961 


2 

34.7157 


3 

15.7059 


?SI GMAS 

00 
M 


1 

0.5959 


2 

7.8520 


3 

18.8797 


R MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 


1 


1.0000 


0.3547 


0.4037 


2 


0.354 7 


. r.oooo 


0.3904 


3 


0.4037 


0.3904 ' 


I. 0000 


t* 


-0.2782 


0.0277 • 


-0.9095 


5 


0.3451 


0.9890 


0.4140' 


*> • 

6 


0.4605 


0.4941 


0.9609 


7' 


-0.2643 


0.1905 


•7 

-0.'8145 


a 


0:2846 


0.1878 


0.9551 



FRIC 



383 



09^0 



00 

o 



0960 



1266. 8333 603.1176 663.7157 



6 

0.4314 



5 6 
5^1.6474* 783.1505 



677.8894 



8 

0.4953 



0.3451 
0.9890 
^074140 
-0.0030 

I . oaoo 

0. 52 14 
0.16 74 
0.2192 



6 

0.4605 
0.4941 
0.9809 

■0.8419 
0.5214 
1.0000 

■0.7540 
0.8841 



-0.2663 

0.1905 
-0.8145 

0.9704 

0.1&74 
-0. 75 40 

1.0000 
-0.8528 

3 CI 



8 

0.2848 
0.1878 
0.9551 

-0.9522 
0.2192 
0.8841 

-0.8528 
1.0000 



I 



80.71 



MODfL 1 Ml CRITERION ■ I 



PREDICTORS 



I 



3-4 6-8 



R » 


0.5623 


RSQ - 0. 


V 


BETA 


8 . 


3 


0.7090 


0.0224 


4 


4.6631 


0.1598 


6 


0.5238 


0.0004 


7 


-2.8045 


-0.0025 


8 


1.1905 


U4323 


REG. 


CONST. » 


-UU53 



396 ITERATIONS. 



MOdlEL 2 M2 CRITERION » 1 
PREDICTORS » 3-5 8-8 
R « 0.5294 RSQ » 0.2803 



V 


SETA 


S 


3 


U6573 


0.0523 


4 


0.0278 


0.0010 


5 


-0«0650 


-0.0001 


8 


-l«2593 


-1.5i52 


REG. 


CONST. « 


1.4040 



11 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 3 H3 CRITERION - 1 
PREDICTORS - 3-4 8-8 
R * 0.5285' RSQ ■ 0.2793 



V SETA 

3 1.5022 

4 -0*0477 
8 -U1956 

REG. CONST. « 



B . 
0.0A74 
-0.0016 
-1.4385 

1.4030 



16 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION • 1 

PREDICTORS « 2- 2 8-8 
I 

R « 0.4185 RSQ - 0.1751 



• V BETA 

2 0.3U2 

8 0.2261 

REG. CONST. • 



8 

0.0237 
0.2721 
0.5561 



2 ITERATIONS. 



80.71 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION 



PREDICTORS 
R « 0.3547 



2- 2 

RSQ 



0.1253 



V 
2 



* SETA 
0.3547 



REG. CONST. 



B 

0.02$9 

o.siiV 



1 MERATIONS. * 



F-TEST I MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL • 0.3161 MODEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED » 0.2303 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENCE 0.0358 

OFN - 1- "^DFD = 96. >, F-RAHO 



5.031 P !» 0.02S6 



F-TEST 2 MOd'EL 2 VS MODEL 3 

RSQ FULL = 0.2803 >IODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED • 0.2793 MOOEL 3 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0010 



DFN « 1. 



OFD 



97. 



F-RATIO 



0.137 




E^T. 3 MODEL 3 VS MQDEt 4 
R^Q FUCL - 0.2793 .MODEL 3 
SQ REDUCEO 3 0.1751 > MODEL 4 
DIFFEREIitE Ji 0.1041 



DFN 



1. 



F-RATiO 



F-TEST 4 
RSQ' PULL » 

RSQ REDUCED - 0.125^ 
DIFFERENCE D.Q493 
OFN » 1. DFD « 



MOOEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
0.p51 ' '40DEL 4 
' MODEL 5 



/ 



14.161 



0.7137 



99. 



O.GOOS 



.F-RATlO • 5.921, P « 0.0159 



r 



/ 



ERIC 



D-184 



♦♦♦ OUTPUT fRCH PFCGRAH RfGRAN ♦♦♦ 
ANALYSIS 4 — RAINBOW' KIT — GRAQE 2 



8 
76 



PARAMETERS 
COL I- 5 « 
COL 6-10 > 
COL 1 1-15' . 
COL 16-20 « 
CCL 21-25 = 



DATA FORMAT = < DUMMY I 

m 

INTERCORRtLATION ANALYSIS. 
MEANS 



^ SIGMAS 



R MATRIX 
1 
2 
3 

•f '4 
5 
6 
•7 
8 



lERiq 



3C7 



1 

1.6434 


2 

1.0655 


3 

0.5224 


1 

0.6352 


2 

0.2691 


3 

0.59 53 


1 


2 

« 


3 . 


1.0000 


0.2362 


0.G524 


0.2362 


1.0000. 


0. 34 9 7 


0.0524 


0.3497 


1.0000 


0.0659 


0.1437 


-0.8769 


0.2079 


. 0.9843 


0. 3661 


0.0954 


0.4 569 


0.S766 


0.0627 


0.2909 


-C. 7601 


-0.0174 


0.1558 


0.9jt97 



( . 

■ 
4 



^ 4 


5 


6 


7 


o 
o 


0. 5£32 


1.2620 


0.6272 


0.6347 




4 


5 


6 


7 


g 


0. 5636 


0.5760 


0.7663 


O.Tir40 


0.4964 


m 

4 


5 


6 


7 


6 


0.0659 


0.2079 


o.a9^ 


0.0627 


-0.0174 


0. 1437 


0.9643 


0.4569 


0.2909 


.0.1656 


-0.6769 ' 


0. 36«1 


0.9766 


-^.7601 


0.9497 


l.OCOO 


0.1163 


-C.7972 


0.9733 


-0.9233 


^0. 1163 


1.0000 


0.4660 


0.2715 


0.1605 


-0. 7972 

1 


0.4660 


1.0000 


^0.7092 


0.6634 


0.9733 


0.2715 


-0.7092 


1.0000 


-0.8214 


tO.9233 


0.1605 


0.6634 • 


-0.82 14 


1.0000 
















9 




» 



00,71 



HOOEL I HI CRITERlCh « I 
PREDICTORS - 3* 4 6-8 



R > 0.3352 

V BETA 

3 Q.Q 

4 3. 1226 < 

6 0.4457 

7 -1.9137 
B 0.9089 

REG*'CChST. » 



RSQ * 0.1123 

6 

0.0 

3.51S7' 
0.36C1 
-1.7026 
1.1583 
0.1327 



97 ITERATICNS. 



MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION - 1 



PREDICTOPS « 


3-5 8-8' 




R - 0.3131 


RSQ » C.C980 


163 ITERATIChS. 


V BETA 


e 




2/ 3*C410 


3.2451 




4 " 2.2257 


2*5086 


m 


5 -1,0572 


-1.166C 




8 -0.6810 


-0.8679 


RES, CCNST. = 
r 


0.6066 





MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION « 1 
PREDICTOPS < 3-4 S- 8 

0.2560 RSQ » 0.065i> 



V , BETA- 

3 0.6887 

4 0.3567\ 
8 -0,3422' 

ftEG, CCNST. - 



B 

0.734S 
0.4021 
-0.4361 
1.4339 



49 ITERATICNS. 



MODEL ^ M4 CRITERION « 1 
PRECICTORS m. 2-2 8- £ 
R » 0.2425 RSQ - 0.6588 



V BETA 

2 0.2449 

8 -0.0S56 

REG. CCNST. « 



8 

0,5380 
'0.0709 ♦ 
1.2920 



2 ITERATICNS. 



I/"! 



ERIC 



80.71 



MOil 5 MS CRITE^N > 1 
PREDICTCRS « 1- 2 ^ 

R « 0.2362^ RSQ « 0.C558 I ITERATICNS. 

V SETA S 

2 0.2362 0.5190 
REG. CONST.. 3 1.2aOC 



F-TEST I HCDEL I VS HCDEL 2 
RSQ FULL - 0.1123 MODEL 1 

RSQ RECUCED - 0.0980 MODEL Z 

DIFFERENCE " 0.0143 

DFN ■ 1. ' DFD » 7C* F-RATIC ■ 1.131 P ■ 0.2S14 



FtTEST 2 MODEL 2 ,VS I'CDEL 3 
RSQ FULL - 0.0980 MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED - 0.0656 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE - 0.0325 

DFN » I. DFD ■ 71. F-RATIC 



2.555 P ' 0.1105 



F-TEST 3 MCDEL 3 VS MCDEL 4 
RSQ FULL - 0.0656 MODEL 1 
RSQ RECUCEC « 0.0538 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE > 0.0067 

DFN « 1. DFD - 72. 'F-RATIC 



C.5U P - C.48Ca 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS I'CDEL 5 
RSQ FCLL • A 0.0588 MODEL 4 
RSQ RECUC'EO - 0.0558 MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE » 0.0030 

DFN * ri. DFD « ■ 73. F-RATIC 



0.234 P^ 0.6356 



370 
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ANALYSIS ft — RAINBOk KIT — CRADH 3 



PARAf&TERS 

COL 1- 5 « 8 

COL 6-lC = 85 

'COL 11-15 » 5 

CCL 16-20* if 

COL 21-25 » 1 

DATA FORHAT * (OUHHV) 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



oo 

0» 



n w Mil** 




2 


3 




2.762'» 


1.7941 


0. 9482 


SIGHAS 


1 


2 


3 




0.6488 


0.4304 


0.S526 


R MATRIX 


• 1 


1 

2 


3 


1 


I. 0000 


0.5819 


,0.0471 










2- 


0.58p 


1.0000 


0.2569 


3 


0.0471 


0.2569 


1.0000 




0.2169 


.0.1977 


-0.8966 


5 ' 


0.5971 


0.9910 


0.2640 


6 * 


0.1606 


0.4116 


0.9710 


7 


, 0.2881 


0.3264 


-0.8131 


8 


-0.1092 


-0.0074 


0.9385 



ERIC 



371 



0.9 40 



00 

o 



0960 



4 

0.6459 



4 • 
0.9392 

4 . 
0.2189 ' 
0.1977 

-0.8966 
1.0000 
0. 1£64 

-0.7961 
0.9743 

-0.9553 



5 

3.4041 

5 

1.4933 
5 

0.5^71 
0.9910 
0. 2640 
0.1864 
1.0000 
0.4230 
0.^215 
0.00 59 




6 

2.0438 



6 

0.1606 
0.4118 
0.9710 

-0.7961 
0.4230 
1 .0000 

-0.7220 
0.8334 



7 

1.5975 
7 

1.9557 
7 

0.29^1 
0.3264 

-0.6131 
0.97^i 
0.3215 

-0,7220 
1.0000 

-0.8664 



8 

0.5294 
6 

0.4991 
8 

- -0.1092 
-0.00(74 

0.9385 
-0.9553 

0,00 59 

0,8334 
-0,8664 

1.0000 



80,71 



MOOEL I Ml CRlTERIO/< * I 



PREDICTORS 
R « Q.6166 



V 

3 

6 
7 

8 



BETA. 
•1.8316 
0.0 

1.96£4 
0.7750 
0.6422 



3-4 6-8 
RSO « 0*3827 
B 



REG. CCNST. » 



-1.2475 
0.9 
0.6242 
0.2571 
0.8347 
1.964S 



MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERICN - 1 
PREDICTCRS » 3-5 8-8 
R > 0.6137 RSO » 0.3766 



V 
3 
4 
5 
8 



BETA 
-1.3S20 
-1.3406 
1.2054 
-0.1282 



REG. CC^S7. 



B 

-0.9208 
-0.9262 

C.5237 
■?fl»1667 

2.7244 



MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERICN * 1 
PREDICTCRS « 3-4 8-8 4 



6;5914 



V 
3 
4 

8 



S^A 
1.2405 
1.3310 
0«Q 



REG. CONST. 



RSO « 0.3498 



B 



0.8449 
C.9195 
CO 

1.1834 



MOOELt 4 M4 CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTCRS « 2-2 8-8 

R » 0,5912 RSO » 0,3496 

V ^ETA B 

2 0,5811 C,a75S 

8 -0.1049 -0.1363 

REG, CCNST. « 1,2631 

' M89 



414 .ITERATIONS. 



57 ITERATICNS, 



2 ITERATICSS. 



2 ITERATIONS, 



80,71 



ERJC 



MODEL 5 H5 QRITEftlON ' L 

PREOICTCRS • 2- 2 

R ' G.5819 RSQ » 0.3386 

V BETA 8 

2 0.5819 0,877l 
REG. CCNST. 1.1888 



1 ITERATICKS. 



F-TEST I MODEL I VS HCOEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.3827 MODEL 1 

RSC REOUCEC ' 0.3766 MOOet. 2 

DIFFERENCE > 0'.0060 

DFN « I. DFD » 79. F-RATlC 



0.773 



0.3859 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS J-CDEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.3766 MODEL 2 

RSC REDUCED > 0.3498 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE * 0.0268 

DFN 1. DFD » 80. F-RATIC 



3.445 P « 0.C637 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS HCDEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.3498 ' MODEL 3 
RSQ RECUCED > 0.3496 MODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE > 0.0002 

DFN « 1.- -DFD^y 81. F-RATIC 



0.028 P * 0.8626 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 
RSQ FLLL « 0.3496 MODEL 4 

RSQ RECUCEO « 0.3386 MODEL 5 

DIFFERENCE > 0.0110 

DFN « I- ■ DFD » 82. ' F-RATID 



1.387 



P « C.24C6 



3rj 



D-190 



ANALYSIS 4 - 
•w 

PARAfETEDS 
CCL I- 5 = 
COL 6-lC « 
COL 11-15 s 
COL 16-2C « 
COL 21-2S ' 



- RiftlNBOh KIT — GRADE 4 



8 

101 

5 

1 



DATA FORfAT » (OUHHY) 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 
MEANS 



V SIGHAS 



R MATRIX, 



e 



1 

3.4030 


5 
4 

^ 2. ({1^9 


J 


0.8008 


0.5445 


3 

1.4114 


1 


2 


3 


1.0000 


0.7485 


0.3480 


0.7485 


^ 1.0000 


0.4474 


0.3480 


0,4474 


1.0000 


-0.0660 


-0.0687 


r0.9230 


0.7447 


0.9890 


0.4443 


0.4218 


0.5494 


0.9787 


0.0645 


Q.0987 


-0.8330 


0.2352 


0.2917 


0. 96 76 



. 373 



09^0 



CO 

o 



0960 



A 

U0604 


5 

7. 1340 


6 

4.4085 


7 

2.72 54 


8 

0.5644 


4 

1.2653 


5 

2.7593 


6 

4.3197 


7 

3.6034 


. 8 
0.4958 


' 4 


5 


/ 

T 

h 


7 


8 


-0.0660 


0. 7447 


0.4216 


0.0645 


0.2352 


-0. 0687 


0.9890 


0.5494 


0.0987 


0.2917 


-0.9230 


0.4443 


0.9787 


-0.8330 


0.9676 


1.0000 


-0.0700 


-0.8553 


0.9717 


-0.9539 


-0.0700 


1.0000 


0.5574 


0.0975 


0.2795 


-0. 8 553 


0. 55 74 


- i«i>ooo 


-0.7719 


0.8967- 


0*9717 


0.0975 


-0.7719 


1.0000 


-0.8609 


-0.9539 


0.*2795 


0.8967 


-0.8609 


1.0000 



37 ; 



80.71 



MODEL I Ml CRITERION i I 
PREDICTORS » 3-4 6-8 
R • 0,7475 RSQ » 0.5588 



V 


BETA 


e 


3 


0.r2U 


0.0687 


4 


0.1637 


0.1036 


6 


1.0144 


0.1881. 


7 


0.9327 


0.2073 


8 


0.1675 


0.2705 


REG. 


CONST. = 


1.6397 



MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION 



1 



PREDICTORS 
R » 0 . 74 7 7 



3-5 a- 8 
RSQ a 0.5591 



V 


BETA 


8 


3 


0.0 


0.0 


4 


0.2719 


0.1721 


5 


0.6787 


0. 1970, 


8 


0.3045 


0.4917 


REG. 


CONST, a 


1.5377 



109 ITERATIONS. 



9 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS » 3- 4 8- a 
R » 0.7487* RSQ'» 0.5605 



V BETA 

3 U935i 

4 U7237 
8 0.0035 

REG. CONST. « 



8 

'1.0981 
U0909 
0.0056 
0.5360 



\ 



37: 



4 ITERATIGNS. . 



ERIC 



D-192 



30,71 



MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION » 
PREDICTORS « 2^ 2 8-8 



■ 0,7487 

V BETA 
2 0,7431 
& 0.0184 
t£G, CONST. =» 



RSQ 



^0^606 




B 

1.0929 
0.0297 
0.5285 



MODEL 5 H5 CRITERICN * I 

PREDICTORS -2-2 

R - 0.74 85 RSQ « 0.56O3 

-V BETA 8 

2^ 0.74 85 1. 1008 
REG. CONST, a 0.5246- 



2 ITERATIONS. 



I ITERATICNS. 



t 



F-TEST I ^ MODEL I VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.5588 MODEL I 

r5Q reduced » 0.5591 MODEL 2 

DIFFERENC,E «^'-0.0003 

DFN « I. ' ■ DFD =» 95. F-RATIC 



0.0 



t.OOGO 



ERIC 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL ■ 0.5591 MODEL -2 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5605 ' MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE ■ -0.0014 

OFN « I. DFD « 56. F-RATIC > 0.0 P - l.OGOO 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 
RSQ FULL « 0.5605 MODEL 3 
RSQ REDUCED > 0.5606 ' MODEL' 4 
DIFFERENCE » -0.0,001 

IfN » I. DFD' » 97. F-RATIO - „.Q«.Q. 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS 'MODEL 5 
RSQ^FULL » 0.5606 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5603 ' MODEL 5 
DIFFERENCE « -0.000|p' 
DJ=N » I.' DFD «^ 98. 



D-193 



UGOOO 



F-RATIC » 0.069 P » 0.7891 

371 f 




ANALYSIS 4 — RAlNeOU KIT — GRADE 5 



PARAMETERS 

COL 1- 5 = 8 

col" 6-10 = ■ 90 

COL 11-15 » 5 

COL r6-20 = 4 

COL 21-25 = 1 

DATA 'format « (OUMMYI 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. 



MEANS 



1 

4.3500 



2 

3.3678 



3 

2. 0922 



f SIGMAS 



i.ei26 



2 

0.726 5 



3 

1.6322 



R MATRIX 
"l ' 
2 • 
3 

m 

4 
. 5 
6 
7 



1.0000 

V 

0.7399 
0.4134 

-0.1366 
0,7422 
0.5091 

-0.0542 
0.2464 



2' 

1.0000 
0.4656 
-'0.1014 
0.9907" 
0.6101 
0.0164 
0.2719 



0.4134 

' r 

0.4656 » 

1.0000 * 
-0.9189 

O.'^lOl 

0. 9754 
-0.6550 

0.9541, 



J 



0940 



CD 

o 



0960 



4 

1.2956 


5 

12.0046 


6 

7.7343 

— - - 


7 

4.2704 


6 

0.5669 


4 

I. 6100 

• 


5 

4.6976 


6 ^ 

7.4 56'i 


7 

5.7038 


8 . 
0.4920 

• 


4 


5 


6 


7 


6 • 


-0. 1366 


0. 74j22 


0.§0^1 


-0.0542 


0.2464 


"''0. 1 014 


0.9907 

• 


0.6101 


'0.0184 


0.2719 


.-0.9189 


0.5101 


0.9754 


-0.85 50 


0.9541 


l.OOOO 


-0.1334 


-0.6347 ' 


0.9613 


-0.9631 


-0. 1 334 


* 1.0000 


.0.6442 


-0.0165 


0.2876 


■»0.6347 


. 0.'6442 
-0.0165 


* 1.0000 


-0.7766 


0.8667 


• 

0.9613 

■1 


-0.7766 


1.0000 


-0.8961 


-0.9631 


0.'28 76. 


0.6667 


-.0.6961^ 


1.0(700 



,80.71 



i - • 

MODEL L Ml CRITERION 



PREDICTORS 



3-4 6-8 



« • 



ERIC 



- R « 


0.7435 


RSQ » 0.5527 


15 


ITERATIONS. 


"v 


BETA 


8 






3 


0.02 59 


0.0143 


* 




<4 


0.0 • 


0.0 






6 


L.1681 


0..1587 






7 


0.8533 


0.1515 






8 


-0.0261 


■ -0.0537 


• 




REG. 


CONST. « 


2.4773 




4 


MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION « I. 






PREDICTORS. = 


3-5 8-8 






R » 


0.7447^ 


RSQ > 0.5546 


. 82 


ITERATIONS* 


V 


BETA 


• ' B . 


* 


— 

• 




a.6655 


0,3679 






^ 4 


0.3017 


0«189B 






5 


0.5144 


0.1109 






a 


-0.2481 


-0.5106 




* 


REG. 


■ CONST » 


2.3037 










' ' ^ - 


• * 




MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION- I 




« 


( PREDICTORS » 


3-4 0-8 






• R « 


0.7451 


RSQ » 0.5551 


62 


iTERATiaNS. 


, . "V 


beta" 


B 








1.9619 


1.0845 




♦ • 

• 




1.4289 


0.8989 






-0.2464 


-0.5072 






REG. 


CONST. » 


1.2150 

* 




1 


• 

• 


1 

* 

a ■ 


' ; D-195 




• 

• 










• • 
• 



/ 



•8o;7i 



HOOEL A CRITERION » L 

predictor's « 2- '2 8- 8 • 



0,7414 



RSQ »• 0,5496 



. V BETA T B 

^-•^^ 2 0,7266 l.oUl 

0,0438 0,1004 
REG. CONST. o;8589 



i 



I 



t 

i 



2 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL 5 MS CRITERION * I 

4 



PREDICTORS 

R - 0*7399 

• V 8&TA 
2 0.7399 
REG,*&CNST, =* 



2- 2 

RSQ »,.0.S474 

1.031^ 
0,8553 ' 



L ITERATION^. 



F-TEST I MODEL I VS MOaEU 2 

RSQ FULL » 0,5527 ^ MODEL. L,^ 

RSQ RECUCED - 0,5546 MODEL 2 

"0IFFEir£f4CE~- -0,0019 . "^ 

OFN » I, DFD a ^'84, F-RATIC = 



t 



0.0 



P 3 I.GGQQ 



F-TESr 2 MODEL 2 VS HODEL 3 
RSQ FULL * 0,5546 >M00EL' . 2 
•RSQ REDUCED « 0.5551, MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE.^ -0.0005 , - 

OFN**"!. DFD a 85. F-RATiC 



0.0 



I. 0000 



F-TEST 3 

RSQ FyLL ^ 
RSQ REDUpfO 
OIFF|.RENC§ ■■ 
OFN « • U 



AOOEL 3 VS HCOEL 4 



■ 0; 555l 
» 0.5496 

0.005 5 -it 
^ DFD,» 



MODEL 3 
.MODIEL 4 



86< 



F-RATIC =. 1.067 



0,3051 



F-TEST ^ ' M0D5L 4 VS HOQEL .5 
RSQ FULL « 0.5496 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.5474 MODEL 5 

difference" ^.0.0022 

DFN « I. DFD « 87. F-RATIO 



0*426'' P • 0^52^9 



ERIC 



D-196 



- A. 



I 

so 



ANALYSIS 4 — -RAINBdh KIT.— GRXOH 6 

PARAMETERS' 

CgL 1- 5 = 8 

COL' 6-lC = 79 

XOL 11-15 « 5 

COL 16-20 = 4 ' 

COL 21-25 «' 1 - • 

DATA FORMAT » (DUMMY) 
IMTERCORRELAIIpN, ANALYSIS^ 
MEATNS 

SIGMAS 

1 

2 
3 

6 
7 

•a 




3^3 



1 

$.0101 


c 

' 4.1962 


1.793? 


1 
1 

0.8942 


2 

0.7493 


2.1835 


» • 1 


t2 




1^0000 


1 

0.6840 


0.3276 


0.6840 

• 


t 

1.0000 
• 


0. 280Z 


• 0.3^76 


0.2802 


1.0000 


> 

-0,0966 


0.0655 


-0.9396 


a,.'6 800. 


*0.9957 


0.2975 


0.4117 


0^^3986 


.0.9816 

• 


-0.0(57^ 


0.2097' 


• 

-^0.86 84 


0.1999 


0.1105'^ 


0.9699 



ERIC 



o 





* * 




■ 


f 














* 


■ 




. 0960 












2.4025 


5 

1^.1695 


7.9849 


• 

7 
■ 

10.1845 


a 
o 

* 0.4177 


2. 1006 


5 

6.1919 


* 

6 * 
.10.4001 


7 

9.6345 


8 

0.4932 


• 

4 


5 


6 ' 


7 


8 


-0.0966 


t 0.6800 


0.4117 


-0.0Q74 


0.1^99 


0^0655 


0.9957* 


0.3986 


0.20 97 


0.1105 


-0.9396 


0. 2975 


0.9816 


' -0.8684 


0.9699 


1.0000 


0.0459 


-0.8781 


0.9774 


-0.9687 


0.045 9 


i.aooo , 


0.4166 


0.1928 


0.1294 


-0.8781 


0.4168 


1 .O^OOQ 


. -0r81 16 


0.9065 


0.9774 


0. 1^28' 


-0.8116 


1.0000 


-0.895 3 


-0.9687 

ft 


• 0.1294 


0.9065 


-0.8953 


, i.dooo 



"'^OOEL I Ml CRITERION ^ I 

PREDICTORS » 3-4.6-8 

R » 0.6973 • RSQ » 0.4863 

V BETA . 8 

' 3 . 0.0. 0,0 

A • o'.oogg^ 0.0042 

6 1.2822 0.1103 

7 0,8736 . . 0.0811 



8 '-0.1710 
REG. CONST. » 



-0.3100 

3.4^33 



37 ITERATICN 



HOOEL 2 •M2 CRITERION = 1 
PREOICTOrtS ».« -5 8- 9 . 
R » 0.6985 RSQ ^ 0.4879 



V 
3 

^ -4 
5 
8 



SETA 8 
« 0*6829 0.2797 
, 0.0267 0.'0I14 
0'*-542']r' ""«>^«43;33^ 
-0.5094 -0.9536 



REGU CONST, 



- 27 ITERATIONS. 



^MOOEJL 3^M3 CRitERipN « .1 
PREDICTORS »* .3- 4 ' 8- 8 
R « 0.7029 RSQ » 0.4941 



V 
3 
4 

-.8 



BETA 
2.2140 
^ 1««84 
-0.3699 



REG. CONST. 



8- 

0.9067 
0«iS932 
-0.6(r06 
.1.9984 



87 ITERATIOfiS.- 



I * 



ERIC 



80.71 



HOOEL 4 M4 CRITHRION » 1 
PREDI-CTOR* « 2-2 8-8 
R » 0.6953 RSQ « 0.4835 



V . BETA 
2 V 0,6701 
8 0.1259 
REa. CONST. « 



8 

0.7997 
0.2283 
1.5590 



2 ITERATIONS. 



MODEL .5 M5' CRITERION » 1 

PREDICTORS » 2-. 2 

R " 0.6840 RSQ ' 0.4678 



V .BETA 
2 0.6840 
REG. CONST. ' 



8 

0.8163 
- 1.5847' 



1 ITERATICPJS. 



F-TEST * 1 MOOEl I VS MODEL 2 
RSQ FULL » 0.4863 MODEL 1 

-RSQ_R£i3UCEa_» --0^4879 ^GDCL 2 ^ 

DIFFERENCE » -O.0016 . [ 

OFN - 1. OFD'» 73* F-RATJO,* 



0.0 



P « 1.0006 



F-TEST Z MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 • 
RSQ FULU* 0.487^ \H0DEL i - 
RSQ REDUCED ' 0.4941 MfOOEL 3 
DIFFERENCE « -0.0062 * 
OFN « 1.' ' OFD « 74. F-RATIC 



0.0 



t.cocc 



/ 



F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 MOpEL > 
RSO/fiiLL » . 0*4941 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDUCED ' '0.4835 MODEL ^ 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0106 

DFI4* 1. DFO.? .75. F-RATIC 



1.578 



P » 0.21C5 



;ERIC 



F-TEST 4v'_-M00EL 4 VS MODEL- 5 
RSQ FULL » 0.4835 MODEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED ».»0.4678 MODEL 5 

OIFFERlENCE « 0.0157 

OFN « I. DFD » 76. F-RATIC 



D-199 



2.304. P .« 0.1293 



80, 71 , • ' * Attachment DHL 3 

LINEAR MODEL FOR MODEL C , 
Model f Y - a^U + a,X^^^ + E 

— ' « 

• Where, , ^ 

Y * April, 1981 tlBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent 
•'^ ' U . • unit vecte^: ' , . * 

X*"^^ ^ April, 1980 ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent 



3^ 
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Attactaient D-14 
(Page 1 of U) 



> 



y7 



SEPARATE REGRESSION ANALYSES* FOR 
TITI£ I AND'^COMPARiSOK STUDENTS 
AT GRADES ^-6: MODEL C ANALYSES 
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/ 



*** 'nuii»JT FRf'.'t lH'Oo84M ftlGPAN ' 

• Ti Tie I 







0 




KEAOn^O 107 A L G»6, 


O \ C- \ rJV T c n c 
KAK ^ KI. I r K S 




' T 


* 






7 


* 






^ 'COL 6-10 = 


Jl? 








CUl .11-15 = 


1 • 










0 • 










1 








0\T\ fORMAl 




/ 
«' 







O 



CC3 

rn 

CO 



cr3 



SIGMAS 



v., MM R I X 

7 - 



l- 

I *rt7Q2 



1.0000 



? 

1 ♦0^6^ 



•2 

0.3317 



l,Os)00 



J 



" inni 



MOOfL 1 ^il CRUEPJUW - I 



ERIC 



« 

KC;* fOMSl, = 



RSO - I). 06'?/ . 
B 

0*'i9*70 " 



I ,fT6KAIICNS< 



L 



2S 



Cr 



CO 



' *♦» OUTPUT fROv| PKdGPAM REwQ-AN »*« • - * , ' 

MOOFL C 'r- f.R^OE*.? 4->'y90/4-81 UBS 4VG.' KE.AO I NG JOUL gUv — NOW-TITLE ] >lo 

P4fAM€TePS ^* , ' . .. 

cot 1~ 5 = ? . . ^ 

roi e^-io = / 

flUL H-I5 =- . 1 ' ' " , ' 

COL 16-20 = 0 * ' • 

cot 21-25 = 't ' *' ' ' ' ^ ' 



DATA fCRMAT « (.Olj'4«Yr- 
INTt{-fOf^RFLA.TION ANALYSIS. 

1 * * f 

MrANS, ' 

STOMAS , 

R HAir<IX 
1 

? " 




HODf L 



HODtL I Ml CjJ^TEKION « I 

,PFrni( ?- 2*" 

♦ 



4 



1 ^Efi^TTt^JS. 



1/ Ri^T^ 



, 0" 
0,f 7^* 



B91 



O O 



lERlCi 



00 

o 

*-4 







Mnon f. ~- GRAOK i ~- 4-8')/ff-.rtl ITnS 4VG. KEAOINj 1(,74L G.l. 

PAftAMfTEhS- 
C(IL I- 5 = ' 
cm f-IO = 3b7 ' ' 

Cf»L ll-lS = I 
C(M 16-20 = 0 
COL ^l-2'> = ' I 

OAT FUf<M.\T = tnij IMY) • > ' 

INTEFf OPFELA^nrH ANALYSIS. 



00 

o 



o 
I 

O 



09 
r-T-i 

CO 

— *s 
m 



MfA.IS 



P HATPU 
I 



I 

\^ 2 .66il 
I 

I 

I .0000 



2' 
0.*50l 

\ 

0.511 1 
t'.OOOO 



M(u)ri I 11 XHlif ION = I 

F ^ o.'-.^i 1 r $0 ^ o.?«i >? 



V , 

^ 



fi 



I lUfMlDMS, . 



K> 
O 



-6 



Co 



r • 



I 



<** HUTI'UT PRO 






MOIFL C 


GRAOF 3 if 


Hf)/4-81 I'TRS 


AVo. R£AniNG TII'taL G.E. — NON-TITLE I >'fO 


PARAMETfRS 


• 




/ * • 


COi 1- «^ = 


■2 ■• 






CCL" <-10 = 


658 


• 




COL 11-15 = 


1 




• 


r.OL 16-^0 = 


e 






CfL = 


1 




• 

• 


DATA FORMAT 


* i DUMMY) . 


\ 




INTeRCOf^J^ELATlDN ANALYSIS.' 


• 










Mf ANS 


1 


7 


t 






3.6565 




SIGHAS 


1 


2 








0,7563 


i • 


R MATRIX ' 


• 

I 


' 2 


• • 

% 


i 


1 . o>>oq 


0.7i2i 




St 

? 




1 .0000 

• 


* * 










MQITFL 1 Ml' 




> 1 





00 



pf ^of.^T^)RS^.= 2- 2 



P = 0.7321 



V. JUTA 
> J. 732} 
J^fO. IfNST. s 



FSO = 0.5 V 2 

0.^005 
1.13BA 



1 iteratij:ns. 



V 



\ 



\ 



OUTPUT frCH PblLiKA.K fifGPAN 

Mfnri "C'*-- tiRAor a ■♦- A-do/^-Ri ifos avg. reading 



PAP AMETEPS ^ 


* 


"CCl I- ». =^ 


* *> 


€01 6-10 = 




COl \l'-t5 ^ 


j 


CCL \6f20 X 


0 


GDI. 21 -25 = 





DATA frRf4AT = (OUMMY) 
HiUrr (JfFFLAl UrN VJMYSIS. 



r 

o 

0^ 



S3 

CO 



MFANS 



S IOMAS 



R MATRIX 
I 

? 



I 



0.ft<;76 



■ 1.0000, 

0./ <;i'- 



2 

2.6255 



2 

I .0000 



3a. 



C9 



HOTirt I HI CUl TEP mil - 1 



T^^^" 0.601 •=i 



liSO ^ ,0.4 7»>^ 



( 

V ! ITfRATUJNS, 
1 — * 



Moofi f .-.-^Aor 6 4.9o/<.-8P nns Av/. Pf/^oiNb TOTAL G.e. --'non^tiju I 



f 




PARAMFTEfcS 

• cm I- f = 2 

^ cot i-flO = 4't5 

^ cm = 1 

cm = 0 

cm ?i-?5 = ' 1 

OTITA ><)fHAT .? IOiYhMY) 

iNTfffnppei Afion anaiysis. 

SICMAS ^, "l . 

- 1. 1 674 

> * -ft * 

V i"^' i^'oooo 

f 



30 '3 



2 



2 

0. 7104 



HnDCl .> 1 111 (pj TfPlO^i I 

*^ • 
PPf OK^IOJPS = 2- ' 



0. 786*5 
I .0000 



R 



0. 786*1 



V HFTA 
PfC. fiJNST. - 



n 

1.2780 / 
-j). 1201 



1 -fTtPATJCKS. 



»*♦ (UITPUT FROM Prrr.PAM fFOFAU <<•* 
MOOn r — GRADE 5 4-H0/4*ai ITRS AVG. nfADlNf. TCTAI G.f. intG l-<=Aa 



COl I- 5 = 2 

COl t-lO = 3lfi 

COL 11-15 = I 

COl 16-20 = 0 

COl 21-25 = I 



00 

o 



, DATA FOP MAT = (OUHMY) 

IfJUhCORPf LAT KJM ANALYSIS. 



MEANS 



^♦2657 



3.325? 



SI/,MAS 



.1 



0.7434 



R MfXTPIX 
I 
7 



I 

1 .0000 
0.77?4 



0.775'^ 

1 .0000 



MOOIH I Ml av lUP ION - I 
PPtt*I( Tfif S * 2- 2 



V 

? 



p,n-A 



I so - o.< Ai:> 

1,0741 * 



I IIEPAIIONS. 



\ 



/ 



' (KJlPiJl 'f POM PKiOlUH P^iiRAN < 



/ ■ 



PARAKfTEfTS 
'COL I- S = . . 2 
cm 6-10 =. ^4? 
. COl 1 11^15 ^ 



COL i^.-ao = 

' cm. 21-?5 = 



1 

3 

r 



DATA FORMAT = (nUMiJY) 



00 « 

9 / 



o 
I 

O 

>0 



LI 



4 



. INTBRfORka ATIOM ANALYSIS, 



SIGMAS 

P MATr:rx 
1 



1 * 3368 
1 

,1 ♦Ol)00 

o.fi/>«>n 



? 

6, ITO'^ 



? 

UOOOO 



HfOri 1 Ml (fllfPlON = 1 
PJ CniCTDfiS =^ ?■* ? 

p - I), M6»>n » . r « tu 7'f«- 
V • nfT\ B 

ftfii, (WNST, = 0,^*^'^ 



( 



\ 



1 ITrPATICNS. 



:0I 



o 



OUTPUT fkf^^i PP(jGf A1 f^EGfs^N <^*>^ 



A 



PAfvAHETJEfrS . ' * * , 

cm l-'5*= '2 

COl It-PO*"* ' 
CDLJ>l-25 = I ' 



• TITLE 1 <^40 \ 



OAT 4 rOPrtAT- - (OUifiV) 



00 

o 



INTEPCnRReUATlON ANALYSIS* 



o 
t 







? 

4 -07 60. 

*• 




it 

I ^ 
1.0^3 - 




B MATRIX 

♦ f 


'A. 


>• 
? 




' I .0000 


0.7159 




0.7i5? 

n 


1 .0000 




V 




MODfl i ,Ml 


CRITERION = 1 




^PBfOK.TOr'S- is 


2- 2 




P * 0.735" 







0.7359 



>*>; 



I ITfPAtlUNS* 



-1 



<♦» riUT»>UT fV.OH Pfxf.oJ AM FFGfAKl ♦** 
HflOri C - r,«AOr 6 ^. ITfiS AVG. RFAOING TOTAl G.E. 

PARAHETePS 

COL I- 5 = 2 

cm t -10 = it( I 

COl 11-15 = I ^ 

CU = 0 

COL ?1'2'' = I 



DATA FORMAT = (OU'IMY) 
INlEfvfORPCLATIOM ANAIYSIS, 



OB 

o 



I 



MEANS 



SIGMAS 



I 



I 

1 .4890 



2 

7,?282 



1.2272 



R. MATRIX 
1 
? 



I 

1 .0000 
0,^770 



0,8770 

r.oooo 



r 



40 



r*1 



MOOFL I Ml trnCRlON = I 
P = 0.0 770 f^SO = 0.76<-I 



7- 0.873»»' - ff0646 
Rf.J^fONSl. = 0,(911 



I ITFfM'TIC,>IS. 



4 



ERIC. 



Attachment D-15 
(Page 1 of 16) 



ANALYSES TO COMPARE _REGRESSION 
SLOPES AND INTERCEPTS OF 
MODEL C DATA, GRADES 2-6. 



40J 



D-213 



MODEL C — GRADE 2 4-80/4-81 IlbS AVG. REAOING 7CTAL C.C, 

PARAKHTERS " ^ ^ 

COL 1-5 = . 8 

COL 6-10 « 945 * , ' 

COL 11-15 = 5 
COL 16-20 = 4 
col' 21-25 • 1 

DATA FORMAT = tOU^HMYl 
INTERCORRELAI ION. ANALYSIS* 



<x 
o 



0500 



MEANS ■ 


I 

2*B921 


. 2r> 

2.0259 


3 

0.35^3 


4 

1.6706 

• 


5 

4. 8751 


' 6 
0,4192 


7 

4.4558 


8 

0.3J02 


$ICMAS 


1.1 ro8 

« 


. 2 
0*8779 


0.5'il? 

4. 


4 - 
1. 290 J 

-•• 


5 

3.91 39 


6 

0.6<>.6l 


7 

4. 3093 


8 

0. 4 7l>3 


R MATRIX 


1 


2 


3 

• 




5 -. 


6 


7 

• 


b 


I 


If 0000 


0.8281 


-0.56a9 


'0.9020 


0.817'i 


n0.'>04 1 , 


C.823& 


-U.6408 

_ , s 


2 


. 0.8281 


✓ 

1 .OQoa 


' '-0.6328 


0.94^ 


0.9699 


-0,54J1 


" 0.9&8e 


-0.7594 


3 


.-0.5689 

-IT * 


-0.6328 


1 . 0000 


-0.0500 


-0. 57 35, 


0.9781 


, -0,6789 


0.9351 


4 


0.8020 


0.9456 


■^-0.'8'5C0 


l.OCOO 


C. 90C« 


-0.7797 


Q.$4 30 


"0.9089 


• 5 S 

• 


0.6174 


O.S6«»S 


-0.573^ ' 


0.9004 


1.0000 

< 


.-0.5078 




->v '-0.6467^ 


, v6- * 


-0.5tf4l 

At 


. -0.5431 


0.^761 


-0.7797 


-0. 507d 


I .0000 


-O'.o2 27' 


\(),8i>7a/ 


7 


0.^238 


0.9686 


-0.6789 


0.9438 


v).99GJ 


'-0^<.227 


1 . Oo4)0 


-0.7259 


8 • 


-0.6408 


.-0»7594 


0.93i>l 


-0.9C89 


-0.6t67 


0.8578 


- »-D, 72 59 


1 .0000 



411 



80.71 \ 





♦ 






-<* 


i 








J" H c* 8 


R * 0.8341 


RSQ- = 0.A957 


V beVa 

• 3 0,0 
4 1.0830 

. 6 o*naet 

7 0.1062 

8 0.2653 
REG. CONST. > 


8 

, 0.0 
0.9323 
0.2848 
0.027ii 
0.6275 
0.8859 



59 nSP^TICNS* 



1 



MODEL 2 M2 CR1TSFICN^» I 
PREDICTORS » 3- 5 8^*8 
R » 0.8338 RSQ»_0w^952 




3 
4 
5 
8 



BETA 
0.2192 
0.594^ 
0.1447 
0.1501 



• E£G* CONST. « 



o.44<5a 

C.3564 
'C.0411 
0,3546 
0.9844 



MODEL 3 H3 CRI,TEr/cn - I , 
PREDICTORS « 3-4,8-8 
R-« 0,833-8 RSQ ■ 0.6953 









V 


BETA 


8 




0.2560 


0.5253 


4- 


X.2553 


1.0806 


a " 


0,2589 


0.6115 


REG. 


CONST, « 


""0.-6982' 



.ERIC 



36 l-TSrATl^f.S. 



22 ITcPATICN'S, 



D-21S 



80.71 ' 



HQOBL 4 'CRITERION » ^ 
* PRHOICTURS » 2-. 2 8- 8 
R « (Ka283 ' RSQ » 0-6 860 



V . BETA 

2 0.8067 

3 r0<02dl 
REG. CONST^ > 



8 

1.02C7 - 
-0.0664 
0.846C 



■ / 



2 ITERATIONS. 



MCOEL 5 H5 CRITERICN ^ i 

PREOiaCRS « 2- 2 

R » 0.8281 RSQ * 0.6857 



V BETA 
"*2 -0.82 81 
REG. pONST. « 



B 

1.04/8 
a. 769^3 



I ITSPATICNS^ 



F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS fCOEt 2 
RSQ FULL « 0.6957 MCOSL 
RSQ REDUCED '0.6952 .1^ ^tCftcL 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0006 
DFN a' I. DFO » 939. 



1 

2 



F-RATIC a 1.793 ? » 0.1774 



F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS CCOSL % 

RSQ -FULL * 0.6952 MODEL 2 

RSQ RECUCED « 0.6953 MODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE « -0.0001 

DFN » 1. DFO ' 940. F-ftATIC 



3.C 




F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS HCDEL 4 ' 
RSQ FULL 9 " <J.6953 MODEL 3 

RSQ REDU^Cr- 0.6860 MODEL 4 

OIFFgiieTJCE • 0.0092 

1. DFO » 941. F-RATIC 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS *'CDEL 5 
ft^Q^FULL. « 0.6860 ....MCDEL 4 
RSQ t^ECUCED « 0.6 357 MCDEL S 
DIFFERtWE « 0.0003 . • 

DFN • 1. DFD * 942. fi-RAjIC 



23.531 ^ 



O.CCCC 



er!c\ 



1.005 P « 0.2l7f 




MOOEL e — GRADE 3 4-80/4-81 ITflS AVG. ftEAOlNG TCTAL G.E. 



- 0*80 



PARAHETEBS^ 

CQL • 1- 5 » 8 

COL 6-10 » 1015 

COL 11-15 ' 5 * ♦ 

COL 16-20 = . 4 

COL 2l-2f = I 

DATA F0IW1AT - (OUHMy) 
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. • 



HEANS 



1 

i.8411 



2.9856 



3 

0.6152 



2.3704 



1(U 185c 



6 



9.03 64 



00 
o 



0500 



a 

0.3517 



SIGHAS 

iTm'atrix 

1 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



I 2 
1.2133 . J^li77 



- 

0. 8768 



4 

1.8492 



5 

7.07?6 



t> 

1 .8056 



8.2158 
7 



8 

0.477;> 



1 .01)00 
0.8636 


0.8636 

-<* 

1.0000 


-0.629_7_. 
-0.69 73 


0.940-5 


0.83fc't> 
0.97 78 


-0.530C 
-0.^78J 


0.8383 
0.96 88 


-0.7164 
-0.8077 


-0.6297 


-0.6973 


'(.000 J 


« 

-0.8994* 


-C.6480 


0.9739 


-0.771'^ 


0.9525 


0*8252 


' 019405 


-0.8994' 


1.0000 


b.9035 


..Jt0.8l45 


0.ct6U 


-0.9442- 


0.8385 


•0.97/8 


-0.6480 


0.90J5 


1 .OOOO 


-0. 5*^67 


0.9b32 


-0.721 1 


-0.5300 


-0.5703 


.0.97J9 


-0. 8145 


* -0.5567 


1 .0000 


-0.6990 


0.8c<*6 


•0.8383 


. b'96 86 


-0.771^. ' 


0.9566 


0.98 3^ 


-0.CC9C 


1.0000 


-0.810J 


-0.7164 


-0.8077 


0.,9525 


-0.9442 


^•O. 7211 


0. Ji 26 


-0.3103 


1 .0000 



. 415 



80.71 



MODEL I Ml CRITE^lION = I 
PREDICTOR^ » 3- 4 6-'8 



0.8680 



RSQ 



» C.7533 



V 


8£TA 


B 


3 


O.C 


0.0 


•4 


3',08 78 


2.0261 


. 6 


0.3565- 


0.2396 


7 


-0.9763 


-0.1442 


8 


4% 09 90 


2,7926 


REG. 


CCNST. = 


-0.9155 



MODEL- 2 .M2 CRITERION =' 1 
PREDICTORS = 3-3 6-8 
R » 0.8671 • RSQ. = 0.7518 



V 


BETA 


B 


3 


0«8948 


A. 2383 




2,'7566 


1.8087 


5 


-0,6828 


-0.1171 


8 ^ 


0.5401 


1.3724 


REG. 


CONST. « 


-0.4973 



123 IT6RATICNS. 



143 ITERATIC-N'S. 



MODEL 3 H3 CRITERICN = 1 
PREtflCTORS « 3-'4 8- 



ft * 0.8644 



♦ 3' 



ft El 



BETA 
0.5854 
U3578 
0.C065 
CON$T. '* 



RSQ « 0,7472 
'8 

C;810L . 
0*8909 . 
3.0165 
^ 1.2250 



4 ITErAlfcNS. 



D-218 



ao,7i > / 



MpOEL 4 Jj/ CRITERICN * L " 

PREOJCTp^S » 2-^ 2 8- 8 

R 1- 9-^8642 RSQ » 0.7468 " • Z ITERATICN^ 

V 8ETA 9 ^ 

, 2 C,ai58 0.832C 

8 -COSAZ -0.13-77 

REG, CONST. « ,.l.S56l 



MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = I ' 
PREDICTORS » 2- 2 ' 

R « 0.8636 RSQ = 0.7*^57 1 -ITEPATICKS 

V 8ETA 8 ' ' ^ 

2 0.3636 0.9292 
REG. CCNST. - • 1.067C 



. F-TEST 1 iOOEL i VS MG05L 2 
RSQ. FULt « 0*J533 MCOSL I 

RSQ RECUCEO * 0.7513 i^COEL 2 
DIFFERENCE =' O.OOis 
X OFN » !• OFO *a0C9. ' F-ftATlC = 6.^61 



F-TEST 2 HOOEL/2 VS ^QOEL 3 
RSQ FULL « 0.7<513 MCDEL 2 " 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.7472 * HODEC 3" 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0046 

OFN * 1. OFO » lOlO. F-RATIC = 3i>^l 

^TEST 3 MODEA 3 VS rfOOEL 4 

RSO FULL * ^. 7472 MODEL 3' 

RSQXrEDUCED » 0.7468 MODEL \^ K. 

DIFFERENCE » O.CJOOS ■ C 

DFN «, 1. .OFD » lOU. 'F-fATIC^> l."<?Oi> 

F-TEST 4 MODE U A VS MODEL 5 
RSQ full/* ' 0.7468 MODEL 4 
RSQ REDUCED » 0.7457' * MODEL " 5 
DIFFERENCE » o'.OOlO # 

OFN » 1. \ OFD » 1012. F-RA"Tl^ = -V.Oai 



4i7 • 

D*219 



4 



- "M006L* C GRADE 4 — '*4*80/^-'8 1 IT^S. 

ctn. ifflfijj? .ft , 

COL 6%a % 790 . -\ 
' COL ll-lft 5^ 5^ 

OATA,>FORKAT * jtUHHY) * • * 



* / 

AVG. HEADING ;<CTAL G,£ 

/ ^ 



C4Q0 



O 

SJ 



0500 



I NT E RCORR EL A 1 1 6n ' y.s I s. 

4* 



f MEANS ' 



o 



It HATitlX 



4.011*9 



.3.7a?^o 

' 2 

1.2U2 



1.^466 



.3 



4 

2. 6354 



.4 



15. 77 6t> 



5 

?.3662 



6 

y.l646 

6 

4 .0654 



;12.£210 



8 

0.4367 



12.2^11 



X 



5 

>,7 

• '5' 



I. 0000 



0.9024 
* -0.654P 

0.§994 
-0.5472 
, 0.8^71 



1 . . 







4 


5 


6 


7 • 




-0.6540 


0.831? 




-0.5472 


C.0671 


1.0000 


-0.7182 


0.cjla2 


yo.9856 


*-0 .5932 

* # 


. 0.9480 


» i * 

>-0.718 2 


I. 0000 


. -0.^351 


A- 

-0. 714^> 


'0.9771 ; 


-A3.U687 


^D*9182 


-0.fJ51 


r I.OCCjO 


o.oovo 


;*o.<i&e4. 


0.*>7 74 


jb.5656 


-0. 7149 


4J,-9e<7o' 


l.UUOO 


-0 .6115 


0.9651 


4 -tf.5</32 


' 0.9771 


-0.8584 


-0.61 15 




'C:,!^ 14 






« 






01^48^ 




0.9 774> 


0.<;6 51 


-0. /,t 7*4 


1 * oaOO 


.-o:»3'34 


0.96CU 


-.J.«;*?'«l 

9 


•O.Ud AO 


0.0813, 


-p. 9049 



8 

0.496U 

-0.^75^7 
•*0.b394" 
. 0.96o0 
-0.9741 . 
-0 .8040 

0. Hbl i 
-J. 9049 

1 . CUUO 

419 



H006L 'I Ml CRITHPICN « 1 
PREOICTOPS « 3- 4 6- 8 

R> 0.9043 RSQ * 0,8177 ^ 12 ITERiTJCNS. 

V BETA 8 

3 0.0 0.0. 

4 d.O Q.p 

6 0.517? O.SqU 

7 . 1.0336 0.1329 
8. -0.2720 -0.8663 

REG. CONST. « ' 2.3780 



HOO^L 2 M2 CRITERION » I 
PREDICTORS =» 3- 5- 8- 8 



V 
3 
4 
5 

8 



C.9044 

- BETA 
0.-303a 
0.0 

C.7805 
-0.4176 



REG. CONST. 



RSQ • 0.8179 
8 

0.3532 
0.0 

.C.1316 
-1.32^9 
2.9110 



..6 -iTERATlCNS. 



MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION » 
PREDICTORS « -3- 4 8-8 
R * 0.9039 ^SQ 



170 



V ' BETA 

3 0.8969 

4 ua,989, 

8 ' 0.234i 



B 

1.0445 
1.2591 
C.7455 



REG. CONST. » ^-0.0295 



3C ITERATlCNS. 



MODEL ",4 M4 .CRITERICN « 1 

PREDICTORS « 2-2 6-9 

R • 0^9025 RSQ « 0.8TM 

V BETA . e 

2 Q.9158 1.1925 

• B ' 0«0160 0.0509 

REG. CONST. M 0.2798 



2 ITERATlCNS. 



Do221 



80.71 * 



r 

I 



HOOeL 5 H5 CRITERICN « I / . 

PREDICTORS » 2- 2 - 

R « 0,9024 ' RSQ » I;' ITER^TICN 

V BET* • e , 

2 0.9024 1,1750 
REG, CONST, s* ' 0.368'C 



F-IEST 1 MOpel I' VS HCDEL 2 
RSQ FUUL ^ * 0,8177 MODEL I 

■RSO REDUCED.^ 0.8179 MODEL £ * 

DIFFSRENCt * -0.0002 ' / , ' 

DFJ5 . =* "^^^^ fIrATIC * , O.G 

F-TEST 2 MQDEt I VS ('CDEL 3 . ' 
RJQ FULL « MODEL 2 

RSQ REDUCED* O.SI'TO-- MODEL 3 
DIFFERENCE « 0,001-0 

DFN =« I. ■ OFp = 785.. F-RATIC = 4.1*2 



F-T£ST 3 MCO^J. 3 VS MC06L 4 
RSO FULL - 0.tl70y MODEL 2; 
RS|^REDUC£D > 0.8145 "^ODEL 4 

DIFFERENCE » 0.0025 

DFN » DFD » 786, F-RATIO = 10.6=5 



F-TEST 4 MODEL- 4 VS MODEL 5 
• RSO FULL'» 4 0.ai45 MODEL 4 

ISO REDUCED \ 0,8144 MODEL 5 ,~ 

,OlFFeRENCE ■ O.OOOl ... 

'.DFN » I. DFD » 737.%^ F-RATIO = 0^220 



4. ^ 



A2i 



\ • 



"7^ 



^ ♦♦♦■-OUVUT FRCH...fi<OGRAH RHGPA^ ^^^^ 
MOOEt C — GkAOe^,-- 4-80/4-81 ITOlS AVi}. REABi^*^ 1C7AL 0.6. 




04 80 



00 

o 



~COt 

COL 6-rlO » 
COL 11-15 » 



4 < 



W 16-20^ = 
^ S^i- 21-25 » 1 

DATA" fiORHAT/* (OU}fttY) 



rmi^RCORBEPVTTORr ANACySIS". 



^ MEANS 



1 

6.059 



SIGHAS 



R HATRIX 
I 

3 

» 

4 



I 

1.9487 



t.oooo 



5 



7 



;er!cv 



/ 



422 




V 



0500 



2 

4.9799 


3 

l.i91J 


\ 4 

if 5686 

* 


c 

27.-63 1 i 


t 

4.8576 


1 

7 

22. 7737 


6 

0.4184 


2 

1.6829 


3 

I. 7093 


4 

'3. 14^8 


5 

1 7. 3023 


• 

6.483^ 

• • 


. 7 

21 .«?66,y. 


8 

0.49i3 


2 


• 

3 


4 . 


5 


6 

w 


7 


6 


0.9406 


-0.67.46 


0.8697 


0.9275 


-0.5636 


0.9006 


-0.7807 


1 .0000 


•0. 7199 


0.9262 


0. 9837* 


-O.tO-l 1 


• 

0.95 71 


-0.83tO 


-0.71Sl9 
0.9262 


1.0000 
-0.9? £5 


•0.'*?a5 
I.OCUO 


-0. 7048 
0. 9092 


0.9 752 
-0.<i5t7 


-C.84 73 
0.9724 


0.9596 
-0.9676 


0.9837 


-0. 7048 


J.9C«2 


1 .OJOU 

/ 

-0. 61 N 


-J. 6114 


0.9721 


-0.7854 


-O.eoXi 


0.<,782 


-O.H547 


1 .OoOC 


•0,7800 


0.b8id 


0.9571 


-0.H4I3 


0.97'4 


0.'f7?i 


-J.7hUC 


1 .0000 




-0.8340 


0.9b96 


-J. 9676 


-0. }tt54 


0.5833 


-C.8830 


1 «OuoO. 



^423 



- V 



80*. fa 



_ MdOEL I Ml WITE?ICN..« L 

^ _ 



V 


BETA 


. 8\ 


3 


.0.0 




• 






6 


\ 0.5674 


C.r7C6 ' 


- »3L- 


4.9307 




3 




-1.6316 




tONST. » 


3.9U2 



13 ITERATIC^iS. 



V 



HOOEL HZ \ CRITERION » 1 



PREDICTORS 



3- 5 '8- a 



R ,M 


« 


'RSQ 0.8836 


V 


- BETA 


e 


• 3 


0.4672 


0.5327 . 




0.0 


o.a 


5 


• 0.7584^ 


0.0854 


8 • 


-0.6346 


-2.5063 


REG. 


CONST. « 


4.0C69 



6, ITipATlCNS. 

i 



/ 



ERIC 



MOOEt 3 «3 CRITERION = 1 

PREDICTORS i« 3-4 8-8 

• 0*9406 RSQ a 0.8848 

• V BETA B 

? , 3 0.9659 I.IC57 

4 1.7749 " 1.099.5 

8 0.C060 0.0239 

^REG. CONST. » 0.56^J3 

/ 

, HOIJEL * 4 J*.4_ CRITERION »' I 
PREOICTQRS - 2- i - 8- 8 



R « 0 



RSQ » 0.6348 



V BETA a 'A'^'i 

2 .0,9510 1. 1012 
6 0«0125 0.0493 
REG. CCNS1'. • ^- 0.-5^47 

D-2:4 



3 ITtRATIC.NS. 



* / 

Z ITcSATlC\/. 

/- 



J 1 



80;71 



MODEL ^ H5 CRIT£RICK^« ^'l 



R » 0,9406 RSQ 



^ 2 

REG. CONST, ■ 



- 9, 
1.0891 
0.6354 



1 ITcf^ATICNS." 



• F-TES.T t ^OOEL I VS MODEL 2" 
RSQ FULL*. 0.a3"43 HQOEL 1 

RSQ REDUCED « 0*8836 HGO^L 2* 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0007 ^ 
OFN » I. ^ OFD « 754. F-RAWO 

F-TEST 2 ^OOet 2 VS, MODEL 3 
RSQ FULL » 0,3836 . HOOEL 2 
RSQ R-EDUCED « 0.8848 /^ODEL 3 

DIFFERENCE ■ -0,0011 

DFN - U , OF^ - 755. F-RAJIO 



4.e2i 



F-TEST 3 

RSQ^.^Uttr* 0.8848 
RECUCfff ■ 0.8848 
DIFFSIENCE •« -0.0000 - 
DFN « I,.- OFD « >756. 



QOEL 4 
MOi 

HCDEL 4 



F^iVancT 



0.0 



fk l.CC 



*> » i,:c 



F-TfiST 4 MODEL 4 VS .MODEL 5 
RSQ fULL - 0.8848 ' MODEL 4 
«$Q .REDUCED ■ C.8847 homl 5 
DIFFERENCE - O.COOO 7='- ^ • 

DFN-. i; . OFD 7-57.' ' ..F-F.iTIO * 



0,3^2 P 



D-225 



/ 



-/ 




fJUTPUT^FROM PROGRAM RfcGRAN 



00 

o 

* 



,-COL l6-?0 - ^ 
y . CA T V FOR MAT-^-tDOHHY T 



INTER^RRELApON ANALYSfS. 
MEANS 




SICMAS 



I 

2.1.260 



2 

6.0162 



2 

1 .8886 



2. 05^*3 



i. 6456 



39,.7609 



2J.27tO 



o 

f. .t,76 7 



6 , 
S .-^r'-i 7 3 



29.*5034 
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MODEL I HI 

^gOI CTGRS^^ 
% ^0.9407 
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0,0577 


0.0557 
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—0.1500 
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1<00EL 2 M2 CRITERION » i 
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R » 0,53^ ^RSQ a 0,3833 
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0.3342 
*'0.0 

0.0695 
-2,2l<;7 
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3- 4 8-3 

' RSQ ■0.8872 
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0.923C 
'1,0561 
0,4751 
0.7526 
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BETA 
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0,3229 
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0,0 
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0,76 54 
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-0,5079 


REG. 


CONST. « 


MODEL 


3 M3 
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MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION » 1 
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' V BETA 
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HOOEC 5 H5 CRITERION - I 
PREDICTORS « 2-'2 
R « 0.9*05 RSQ » 0.8853 - I ITERATICNS. 



V BETA 

yZ" C*S*04 1.0592 - , 

RE<^, CCNST. a 0.7083 

F-TEST I MODEL I VS ><COEl. 2 

RSO FULL = 0.8850 MCOEL I ^ 

RSQ REDUCED f 0.8833 MDDEL 2 ' . » ' 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0017 

DFN » I. DFD » 743.^',' F-RATIC » 1«.3»h P » CCOl^-- 

■- . • ■ • . 

F-TEST 2 M0DSL^-V5H*Cm 3 
RSO_£liU'-i^— -'"0.8833 ^JCOEL 2 
— 'KlQ REDUCED • 0.8872 MODEL 3 > ' 

DIFFERENCE « -0.0039 

DFN « U DFO « 744. - F-RATIC « OvC » s l.CCCC 

F-TEST J- MODEL 3 VS MCI)"6L 4 . • • 

RSQ FULL « 0.8872 MDDcL 3 

RSQ RECUCED > 0.3858* MDDEL 4 
DIFFERENCE « 0.0O14 

DFN « . I. , DFD » 745. F-RATIC » 9-. 093 ? = 0*CC3C 



F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS f'COEL 5 
RSQ FULL « - a.8^58 MDDEL 4 

RSQ REDUCED « 0.8853 MQOEL 5 

DIFFERENCE « 0.0005 

DFN « I. DFD* 746. F-RATIC «. 3.369 P *-C.C633^ 
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IftsCruMnc D««crl9Clon: luzVr Childhood Obt«r7itloQ Forra 



1rl»f d«c?locldn of' eh* jaiergMat: 

of A pT»*kiBd:arY«Ttvi tcudtnc oa a adJiuc*-co*«lnuca ^ajIj durlnf Ch« iclvx^i day. 
lb* v«eiAbI«4 obtamd includt UsiuAgt <pok«nr grotip tiz»« ictiViCy, icl«xiclfic«- 
cipQ of ch< «duXu uoTfclat ^th ttt^itats la u iascntc^oMl cfptdcj, id<aclfica* 
tin of ch« liidtTjf4ui.iJ prjjurlly rMp<»ulM< foe ch^ inafru^cioa^ 4<luXc coacict* 
ia4 curricuXum u<afl. Sptct vaj proirldtd for t±« ^b't«rr«r~CQ aoea wtuc u occurring 
a4 v*11 44 codlat thtt .^of»CloQ. 

To 'smca c^i* la3tTsgttiC_gd=ilslsttr»A.? ^ 

In uch of ch* 34 full day ob««rrmclotii cowfvcctd* on« ctiild ^bicrytd chrougb* 
4UC UiAc d47«' th*- chiid7io-Qt4«rr«d vtrr Tv^dooUy cbot<a froa chr clxst ^iir by 



50X Ml9r4nc/5t)X licU I) «nd tAC^MitU I prt^e^ cLuf vaji^<^t<rv<ld 3^clat9. 
Fcov Otct^tr 3, 1980 chrough April 30, i^Sl* ^ 
IVi Zhm prt*K clMtrocoi or vhtrtvcr zhm iCudtnC under obtcrrftCloti v4f. 
Ih« cvo TlCl« I MitraQC pr*-JC obtarrArs* 

3och ob«rvar9 j/t^n focs«r cuch«r« Aod £iAd craLoing vich ch« Tlclt I Ob<«rvtr 
on obaamdon procM<M. Also clia ob<arV«rt did icvtral prac^ca obscrrAClon* 
^ prtt-<C t^ijuiM to crtla vrl^ch fa«dbACk ifcar wzh" pr^ccict xttioat 

* ♦ 
'Jas iastyiatn? tdsl^iljetrtd .*sd<r .i;andirdlstd gmdisijc^^ ' 

Cl^aaroca tlcuACioas v«n*dt , \ * 

I- 

KoM Vttra idtndfitd^ ^ ^ 

TtM iaaCTUMnc hA« b««ti ciav«ioptd «nd tlfintd by c£it Tida X and t "ligriac 

Evftlu4tort orar eb« 1a«c 9«v«tAl 7*4^*' ^.^-^ , 

ghac rfelab'tliCT tnd *nllitry iie^ trt rynlltbU en iS3er=<gt * 

Th* obtarrr^cio^ fora ^ vlrctiaUy imchu^td froa 1979/^0 lo covpanioa 
daea v«r« AvkilabUt ' ^ - 
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' * Purpose / ' . 



^•Icifoytoitlon from Early Childhood Observation Forms wds used 

following decision^^^and evaluation questions from the Title I 
E;«aluation Ue«lgn for 1980-81. \ ' 



to. answer ^ 



Decision Quegtion .D4 ; ShouM the Title I Early Childhood 
^ Bdiication Program be qontlnued^ modified, or discontinued? 
If so, how? * , ■ ' ' 

Evaluation Que^ttoiT D4-2 : How was the program' 
lo^leoented? ' , • - 



Pr&cftdure 



The E§rl7 Childhood Observation Form wm developed during 1579-80 for use 
lA evaluntiag and comparing the Title I and Jligraftt pre-K programs. The 
final version of tlm form was dttveJlopud ^ thg Tltlt 1 an4 Migrant Evaiuators 

^ and their ttatfs after fleld-UStln^ and consideration of the input from the 
Early Childhood Coordinator. After fgain reviewing the form with theJEariy 
Chlldl^od Coordinator 4nd the TiUe^ J Evaiuf tor , .It was decided to usV?ttie . 
form (Attachments B^l aa4 ^20 sad the initructlons .(Attachment B-3j again 

: for 1980-81..^^^ ^ ^ . - - ^ ^ » . 

. ^ ' . ' " -'^^ 

The design of thk Jgarl/ Childhood Obaervation Portfi provides |or the oljservar 
tibh of ^ptrii student' s el«srdota activities -for the period of one insCructionai 
day. Daj^long obsikrystl&n of randomly selected stajfettts, cotabinid with a . 
randopa selection of observation days, were considered ' to provide a more repre- 
sentative picture of the on-going ^instructional activities than would a '^f 
briefer observation* - ^ h . 



Some research evidence indicates the presence o^^,^n observer in the plassrpom 
tends Co afffct 'the ^ nature of_^he' activities occurring,, However, since the 
presence of an observer was a constant Atuatlonal yuriable, U was Itlt the 
effect 6f an observer's presence would be equal for all students and would a 
not^*tfect the validity of comparisons made between groups of students. , 

- - ' ^ ' 

The Early ChlldHbod Observation Form employs a tlae-sampli system that requlresi^ 
the observer po tecord observations the end of every minute. A one-oinute 
time duration tras selected as appropriate, since a jJeriod of less^han one 
mlautf wpuld have required an inordinate amount of sttentlon^by the observer 
tc? the 'topu and-^ period of more than one minute would not have been a suffi- 
ciently ien9t^ve indicator of tiif activities transpiring, 

•C ^ ' ^ ^ 

^Ten fuH days of observation on jeach classroom wo^d be the optimum to do^ 

by-class analyses on the observations^j^ .It wasF^ f^lt ieven observations per 

cisss wss the m l n io u a ntpaber needed in order to do by-class analyses. There- 
fore seven observStions were planned for each Migyant pre**K class and each 

■ . '432 
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split-funded class. Tide I was nol able to do any ^^^^^^^J^^^^P,^:"^ 
Ssafts due to -the ««"s placed ,nob^ervat.nsac^^^^^ fnrc^ ^fty in o;der 
' It was felt thftt ob^ervatiO^ofntle I classes were^ ^^^^^ 

of' observations that could^e^pl^^^ g d co«^arison for Migrant classes.. 
* vAtipns per Tide I ciass wu^a * u i-^\^n hv-clasa analyses, buc 

Tbe"3 observations, per claSs were not e^^^S^ to do by class y , 
iould be sufficient when aggregated, across Title I classes. 

^ Observer, were " — ^S^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Mr CMchors. exCMslv* crainins ^mclpals three practice 

tlcn three ^"r^:". cfulf r«tl« ob.ervetlons tc 

sessions were held st the otservers <=»»^'' Hirectlon3\ On the first o« these 
fat^Urlze the^elv^vrtth the term »J """J^^Cso »ent »lth them and 
'1'"'^: "rSrvf^Nhel:^; "H orH -fllfc^ no„ each »lnut. 
:^r"5 d"«rA^nrelfh r/acclS^esslon th. observers net »lth the 
Sal^tor to discuss iuesrlons, clarify procedures, etc. 

Attachment- £-4 Indicate, the- procedure, followed In- pairing observation days 
With classes to be observed. \J) ^ 

in .tovember a (see «"''-«/;t>iUn"^Ulnln"S^^ pu^po.f ?!'°th. 

rx-e;n:ss^M^ a- — - 

cion of whaic was to be observed (/tfttachaent E-6) . 

following steps were taken with each. of the 8A observations: 

. t. * ^ 7^ QPnr to each pre-K teacher and principa: 
" JotS^l^ Tero c "e -^""iJh r observation would ta.e plac. 
.ttJ. IS »as sent the. veek prior to the observation. 

« stud.enVs to b^ ob.er,^ "'IIJ':,'^^''^',' ^..^^^^'loT.t'' 
Z r^^^ Jf^'e^Ttudents m case absence 

occurred. 

3) The obser.4r(s) reported to the .racherln"" 
- at the school office and get acquainted with the pre ^ jeacher in 

ac tne observation was being conducted. At that tloe 

.• Srjr^-K U^Ser »as asS5 to IdeStlfy the three students chosen I 
ZmIT^^ teacher did not know which of the three. vouU 
actually be observed. 

£ rS&::TA«:chment W During "^"-'^ ^J/i^, 
Observer .atiln an --'J^jl-: fbarrvfr coulJ « an^ hea 

was allowed to change positions if necessary, wa^Kin^ 
vas avoided whenever possible. 



\ 
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^ 5) The observer did not talk to the students in, the classroom. If 
^ one of the students began to speak to the observer, the observer 
told the student she had work to do and could not talk. 

6) At the end of the school day, the. observer asked ^e pre-K teacher 
fhe name of the curriculum for the instructional activities ob- 
^*T^^<i during the day. Also the observer was encouraged to answer 
any questions the teacher might have about (9M||ft|kture or purpose 

of the observation, etc., but was-xequested ^Wwb offer any comments 
about the identity of the student observed or the outcome of the 
observation. At this time, the observer gave the teacher an Qbserr: 
vation Reaction Form (Attachment E-8) to complete and return to the 
Migrant Evaluator if they wished to comment on the observati<m. 

7) The observers returned the completed observatiofi forms to the Evalu'- * 
acor who then sent the teacher the carbon copy via the school mail/. > 

• , ; 

Fo^ were keypunched 
a^id verified at Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. The card file 
layout used is Attachment Er-9r The class assignment list used ffr the coding 
purposes is Attachment E-10. / ^ 

Reliability? observations were conducted on December 1980 and January 29, ^ 
1981. On bcth dates, tfhe two observers were in the same classroom and observed 
the same pre-K student. Th^ intraclass correlation coefficient was used to 
measure the consistency of the ratings* This correlation assesses Judgemental, 
consistency by indicating the relative e^ess of amng-subjects over among- 
raters variation. Observation tajals were compared using frtogr^ INTRAK of the ^ 
EDSTAT statistical package at UT. ParameC,ers were as follower 

- ^ 

Number of variable * number of categories of variables - 
Number of subjects v?3Lnumber\>f different scixdents observed 
Mumber of data sour^s ■ number of observers * 

In order to obtain interrater reliability ^coefficients for both December and 
February r it was necessary to trea^ each day of observation as' two half-days. 
As a^result, reliability ctSeTficientd for each of the 33^ categories for all - 
four half-days were combined (Figure E-1). Thirty-two af the 33 categories,, 
yielded coefffcients of 97 or above* In one category no time use was observed. 
The reliability estimates were considered g-ery acceptable' for the purposes of 
this study. • ' t 

The data as read from cards are available on IJT6634 OBSSlf. Using program. 

0B4 on 6634 0BS81 was converted to OBTEMP (saved on 01 PP 7156 ). 

SPSS programs CROSSTABS , MULTRESPON^E, and BREAiOKJWN were used^io analyze 
the data (OBTEMP). The SPSS control file used is OBSPS <!h. UT PF ^611, 
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Results 



EvalixMtion Question Dl»5 > How did the iEgp^^eaentatiotj of ph$ Migrant and ^ 
Title T Early Childhood Programs compare? ' * , • 

^^-^-^ ' \ . ■ , - / ^ : ' 

The results^ from the observations a« presented in Fig^ires E-2 through E-16 
'The tvo Title t/Kigrant^ split-funded classes arc included in «the Migrant 

Examination of Figures £^2 through E-16 reveSl^: 

• Title I teachers dgent more time is^ inst^ctlonal activities 
^ than did migrant- teachers (Figure E*2) • 7^ 

• Migrant teachers , conducted less fotmiti J^s true tiotr than did 

Xitle I teachers (Figure ^ " ^ . ^ 

• %±tlft I stujients took Idnger naps-^than did migrant students,^ 
and QO the average, spent less time at brealcfast than did 

*migrwit students (Figure E-4) • ^ ^ 

• Both groups^ of teachers used English oveif 96Z o£ the time in ^ 
their finaal Ixistructlo]^ (Figure E-^5) • 

* /Migrant teachers used slightly more Spanish 'and English/ 

Spanish mixed than did Title I teachers' in informal learning 
activities (Figure E-O. > ' ^ 

• Over the total in«truf;tlrf)qa£"t3mc observed, English was the 
predominant language u^ed vlth Spanish u9ed slightly more In 
the Migrant classrooms (Figure Er7). ^ ^ 

* 

• • In £6mtl ins true tiotsr, the Title I t^acl\ers on the average 

used l£rfe groups more than did the Migrant^ teacihers (Figure E-8) * 

• ^ ij|fonaal learning selMrlngs, the iaost_lr_eq^i^ group. 3J 
used, bv both groups w^s 2-4 students (Figure "£-9) . 

i Across all learning activities, the Title I teach«? generally 
42S^d aJ^ger group set'ting than did the Migrant teachers 
' " (Figttri^-10)* - 

• DuM^g formal insertion, the Title I teachers, on the 
^ ^4Vtrage, had much aor# instructional contact with theif 

#&denta than did the Migrant teAcher$« The Migrant aide 
generally^had more instructional contiTct '^th students than 
' ^ did the Tiae E Jdde '(Figure E-11) . 
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• During informal instructional actlvltlis^ there were only slight , 
differances' among the teachars» wich Tide I teachers having 
slightly nore pupil contact <?lgure E*12), 

> Adxoss all learning activities, the Mlsrant teachers h^d les3 
^ student contact Chan did the Title I teachers. The Tltlfe I' 
aides had less student contact -than did the HlS^siit ai4e. 
Also, several Migrant classes had a student helper who. had 
U minutes of pupil contact on the average (Figure. E-13) . . 

• .The Title I teachers were mch xoore ins true tionally involved 
than were cite Migrant teachers. The fligrant ^Ides wer^ sotoe- 
what^more Involved cban were Che Tide I aides (Figure E-14), ■ 

• The ^Migrant teachers were less of ten^ responsible for ii^struc- 
tlon than were ther Title I teachers, * The Title I aides were 
less often responsible for instruction than were the M^granc 

^ §ldes. There was no one responsible for instruction slightly 

more in the Migrant class chan in Che Title I class (Figure E-15) . 

. • Title I ceachefs used the AISD curriculum S5Z of the time and 
us^d the other nlaterials the remainder of che cime* Migrant 
teachers used AISD 483! of the cloe, the BECP 27X o^ the cime, jt 

^ and other materials 15Z of che cliae (Figure E-16) * ' ' ^ " 

thMa data ^re ^ery similar Co the observation data collecCed in 1979-80 
(sea ORE publication No* 79.09, Appendix L). The main differences 
between this year and last are: 

- the use of the AISD curriculum has greatly ir^ease4 
in Migrant classes, while use of the BEC? has decrf^sed. 

^ more »glisfc i? being spc^Ken^^ che Migrant closes. ^ 

^ 7 there is a slight decrease in instructional ciaaa in 

the Title X_clas5es*_ „_ . ^ 

Thr obs ervation d ata obcalned' for each Migrant and split-funded class are 
reporwdTin Figures fi-l> chrou^h E-2I7 These data should be interpreted 
cautiously, since laore observatlons^er class would .guarancee^the data 
;obtalntd to be truly representative of che average classroom activlcies. 
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. CttfUfth 

)1t«a Group Slit # 

!lo^Iascruccloa 
OtiMt 

roraU. lascTucclon / 
Forul loscructloti 1 

laioraii, Los trie ctoo / 
Info»l^Inscn»cdbo 2 

AUt / 
Scudtac 

lajcnictional U^p^ftsibUlty 
Aidt 

Scudtnc li«lp^ 




1.0000 

.9963 
.9729 
l.OOOO 

.9978 



' .9«93 
.9996 
1.0000 

uoooo 

.9939 
1.0000 



.9963 
1.0000 



« 

.9967 



.9963 
• 9863 
.9983 
1.0000 



.9996 
1,0000 

.9987 
1.0000 

.9998 



.9979 

.9755- 

.9934 



1.0000 
,9964' 



.9993 



• "".o cist 04 1 v«f ^6itrr«d la CAis cact^orr* 

\ - I' ' " ' 

Fiau'r. E-1 INmCLASS CoWLAnON ESTIMATES (JF IHTEmTER RELIABILITY 
* FOR -FOUR HALfWs (FOUR SUBJECTSi WO OBSERVERS). 
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PopulaclQQ 



Title 1 
(H - 21) 



Migrant/ 
split-funded 
(K - 63) 



No 

Instruction 



ronaaj 
Instrriction 

(I & 2) 



Lemming 



Tocal Tima 



217 min. 
(55. 8Z) 



110 min. 
(28. IZ) 



r 



231 min. 



96 iii:;^. 



(59.7ZK' . (24.:8Z) 
Pigtite E-2. . TIME SPEHT IS ALL ACTIVITIES. 



63 min. 
(16. IZ) 



390 min. 
(lOOZ) 



60 min. 
(l5.5Zr 



387 oin. 

. (lodtr 



Population 


^ ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Foraal "^Formal Inforaal Informal 
Instruction Instruction n^aming Learning 

2 1 2 * Total Tise ■ 


Tide 1 
- 21) 


105 min. ^ min; " 12 min* 51 min- ^JJ min. 
(61-2Z) '(2.5Z) (6.8Z) (29. 6Z) (100%) 

::r' ; ' ■ " 


"Migrant/ 
s^lit-fxinded 
{S - 63) 


92 ttiit. • 3 nin. 7 tain. 53 nin. 156 oin. 
C59.2Z) " (2.0Z) (4.5Z) (34. 2Z) (l80Z) ^ 



Figure E-3. TIJE SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES. 



ft 



Population 


•Breakfast ^ Lunch 


Nap 


Snaclcs 


Recess 


Other 


Total 




-9 nin. . 31 nln. 
(4.3Z) (14. 3Z)^ 


94 ailn. 
C38.8Z) 








217 a^iTi^i 


Titi« I 
(N - 21) 


(2.1Z) 


(9.9;) 


(30-5Z) 


(lOOZ) 


Migrant/ 
split-funded 
(N - 63) 


21 ain. -32 min. 
(8.5J) (14. OZ) 


67 nin. 
(29. OZ) 


6 min. 
.(2.7%) 


19 min. 
(8,2Z) 

Ik 


< 

36 min. 
(37.22) 


231 nin. 
*(100Z) 



Figure S-4. TIME SPENT tN NONINSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVII^S. 
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Population 


. English Spanish Mixed Cndecerained Silence 'T^^^ 


Title I 
(H - 21) 


9 

l02 nin." 1 niln. 1 oin. <1 ain. 0 105 Mn. J 
(96.,92) a . 2Z ) a. 2Z ) (0 .-7% ) (OZ ) ^lOOZ) 


Hi grant 
(N - 63) 


*<# 

1 M^v* ? « <l raiti. - <1 Clin ■ 92 nin* 
(96,22) (1.52) (1.92) (0.32) . (02) ' (1002) 


Fi'gure E-5. 


UNGUAGE USED DURI.NG FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1. * " 


-Population 


I ' — \ 

Easlist; Spanish Mixed* Undeterained^^^^__Sl]^.cfi-^^2oi:a^ 


Title I 
(N - 21) 


62 oin. 0 0 " ' <1 oin. <I rain- 63 aia. 
(93.92) (02) (02) ' (0.92) (0.22) (1002) 


/Migrant 
y (N - 63) 


57 oin. <1 ain. 2 -aiftr^ — <r'oin. <1 ain. 60 ain._ 
(9^rr82) (1.32) (2.92) (0.92) (0.12) (1002) 



Figure ^-6. "lANCUAGE USED DURING INFORMAL LEAR.NING AdlVlTIl 



Population 


•* 

Eagllsti Spanish Mixed Undet«ralned "Silence Total 

«> ■ . 


. Title I 

- (s. • m 


164 Bin. 1 4in. 1 ain^-'lTain. <1 «in. , 163 aia. 
^21^2) C0.82)^^jiXre2r (0.62) «r.22)^ -(1002) - 


Migrant 
(N - 63) 


r4'6 «ln. 2 ain. --^4 oin. <t^n.- <1 tain. IST^n, 
C96,U) (1.02) '12.2%) (0.52) '<i).12> (1002) 

- ^ ' 



Figure E-7. LANGUAGE USED DURING IgTAL INSTRUCTIOKAL TIME^ClSSE|lVED. 
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5-7 



8-10 



11-13 



lA or 
no re 



Total 



TLtyt I <1 mla. 7 mla. 21 lala. 3 mla. 16 nia. 

(N-.21) (O.IZ) (7.0Z) (20. 3Z) (15. OZ) 



58 vin. 

(54' 




10 ala"; 26nia. ' 13 nia. 13 nia. 29 mla. 92 min. 
(l.OZ) (10.8Z) (28.1Z) (14. 2Z) (14.21) (31. 9Z) aOOZ ) 



Figure E-8. HME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1. - 





Population 


1 


2-4 


5-7 


a-10 


11-ii 


14 or 
more 


Total 




Title I 
- 21) 


' 5 mla. 
(7.5Z) 


26 mla. 
(41. 8^) 


18 oln. 
(29. 4Z) 


3 mla. 
(3.5Z) 

• 


2 oin* 
(3.0Z) 


(14. 8Z) 


63 mLn* 
(lOOZ) 


1 ■** 


Higifant 
' (M - 63) 


9 aia. 


33 mla. 
(54^51) 


$ mla. 
(9.5Z) 




4 din* 
(7.2Z) 


7 min* 
(12*0Z) 


60 mixi* 
<10PZ) • 



Ftgur<f*&.9._ TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING INFORKW. LEARNING 
ACTI VITIZS . 



_ Population 


- - ■ 14 or 

1 2-4 5-7 8-10 U-13. aore TocaT^ 


(N - 21) 


5 oin. 33 mla. 4(1 oin. 5 nia. 13 nin. 67 nin7 168 mln. 
(3.1Z) (19. 8Z) (23.8%) (3.01) (10*62) 439^5). ^(10Q2> . - 


Migrant ' 
(N - 63) 


10 ala. "4ral:nr— 52-«la^'_L4^aln^ 17 niii. 36 Tiiin^. i5Z^^ ^ 
(6.6Z) . (?8.22) (21. IZ) (9.22) (11.22) (23.72) (1002) 



\ Figure &-10. TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL 




80.71 



« 


^^leacher Aide Student Helper Other * No One 


Title I* 

— 


86 ©lit. 19 laln* 0 ain. - - 7 aiia. 3 oin. 




58 ain. 30 ain. , 8 oin. 9 tain. 3 mln. 

4 



Figure E-11, ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 (mil-CODED) 



Population 


Teacher 


Aide 


Student Helper 

. r 


iDther 


No 


One 


^ Title I 
{H - 21) 


19 ain. 


8 aln^ 


0 oin^ 


1 nin. 


38 


ain* 


Migrtat * 
(N - 63) 


16 ain* 


6 ain* 


3 ain. 


1 ala^r 


' V 


ain* 



Flgut*. E-12. ALUJ,T CONTACT DURING INFORMAL LEARNING ACTIVITIES 
(MULTI-CODED) . 



Population 



Title I 



MiftXant 
(N • 63) 



Teacher ' Aide 



105 ain* 27 ain. 



0 ain* 



8 ain. * 41 ain^ 



74 ain. 36 ain. 11 Ain* 



10 ain* 40 ain* 



Figure E-13. ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFORMAL 
" ' LEARNING ACTIVITIES. (MULTI-CODED). 



'Hi 



ERIC 



4 



E-12 , 



Population 


Teacher 


Aide 


Student Helper 


' Other 


(N - 21) 


137 tain; 


64 mln. 


0 niln« 


9 mln* 


Migrant 
(N- 63) 


106 min« 


73 ailn« 


31 mln* 


10 min* 



Figure B-14. INSTRUCTIONAL INVOLVEMENT OF ADULTS WITH STUDENTS ^ 
(MULTI-CODED) , . 



Population 


Teacher 


Aide 


Stiudent Helper^ 


Other 


No One 


Title I 

(N • 21]__ 


99 oia. 

_C59.12^ 


15 oin. 
(8.9X) 


0 min* 
(0%) 


9 mln« 
(5-2Z) 


46 tain. 
(27.32) 


Migrant 
(N - 63) 


63 i!iln* 
(42.02) 


23 sain. 
(15.5%) 


7 oin* . 
(4.72) 


9 oln. 
(5.92) 


48 mln. 
(31-92) 



Figure E-15. AMOUNT OF TIME VARIOUS INDIVIDUALS WERE PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE 
FOR THE INSTRUCTION. 





BECP 


AISD 


OTHER 










Tltl* I ^ 
" (N - 2?) ■ 


<1 mln. 
(.7%) 


69 mln. 
(85.1%) 


12 ain» 
(14.22) 




Migrant. 
. (N «• 63) 


27 mln. 
(36.62) 


36 nia. 
(48.32) 


11 join* 

(1'5.12) 

i 





Figure &-l6. TIME SPENT USING AISD, BECP, AND OTHfR 
CURRICULA. 



E-13 



80.71 



3 \ 



School 



'45 
(N • 7) 



46 
(N - 7) 



47 
(N - 7) 



48 
(N - 7) 



49 
(N - 7) 



50 
(H - 7) 



51 
(N • 7) 



52 



53 
(N - 7)' 



Ins true don ~ 



/ ^onaal 
Inscructlon 



Informal 
Learning 



255 laln. 
(65. 6Z) 



90 ol^. 
(23.1%) 



44 mlnv 
(11.-3%) 



233 Bin. 
(59.9%) 



80 mln. 
(20.5%) 



76 ml|i. 
(19.5%) 



192 mln. 
(49.8%) 



iSs 



mln. 



(35t7%) 



56 mln. 
(14.5%) 



242 nln. 
(62.5%) 



85 aln. 
(22.0%) 



60 mln. 
(15.5%) 



234 mln. 

(60. 3%; 



75 a^. 
(19.2%) 



79 min. 
(20.5%) 



243 min. 
(60.^%) 



94 mln. 
(24.5%) 



56 min. 
(14.6%> 



233 min. 
(60. 2^) 



69 mln. 
(17.8%T • 



85 min. 
(22.0%) 



IS 



221 min. 





137 min. 



29 min.. 
<7.4Z)__ 



230 min. 
(60.7%) 



95 min. 
(25.1%) 



54 min. 
(14.2%) 



Total 
Time 



389 min. 
(100%) 



388 min. 
000%) 

a 



386 min. 



389 min. 
(100%) 



388 min. 

(100%) 



386 min. 
(100%) 



387 min. 

(100%) 



387 min. 



379 min. 



(100%) 



Figure E-17. TIME SPENT- IN ALJ. ACTIVITIES IN EACH MIGRANT AND 
SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS . 



* \j 



ERIC 



E-14 
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School 


Formal 
Insticuctiop 
1 


Formal 
Instnictlon 
2 


^ Informal 
Learning 
1 


Itifonnal 
"^Lfllaming 
2 


Total 
Time 






00 min* 


^ mill* 


13 mln. 


31 tain* 


134 znin. 




- 7) 


(63*2Z> 








flOOZ^ 




46 






3 niln* 


73 iiiin« 


13o mln. 


(N 


- 7) 






U./Z) 


^47 • IZ) 


/ I AA'f N 




47 


I 

ljo Pin* 


u niT n 1- 


3 ialn« 


^3 tnln* 


174 tnln* 


(N 


- 7) 




(OZ) 


" "(1.6Z1 


(27, 3Z) 


(lOOZ) 




48 


70 sua* 






33 nin« 
> 


146 oin* 


(S 


- 7) 




(o. ZZ) 


(5.4Z) 


(36.0Z) 


(lOOZ; 




49 


7^ inin* 


0 oin* 


3 nln* 


74 mln. 


154 min. 


(N 


- 7) 




(OZ) 


(3.3Z) 


(48.2Z; 


/ 1 A AW \ 

(lOOZ) 




50 


74 sun* 




4 aia. 


33 mln« 


1 C A _^ 

130 din- 


(N 


- 7) 


(62,5Z) 


(OZ) 


,(2.5Z)- 


^ (35,0Z) 


...dooz) 




51 


69 mill* 


0 min*. 


13 ola. 


72 3iin. 


134 Din* 


(N 


- 7) 


(44.8Z) 


(OZ) 


X8.3Z) 


(47. OZ) 


(100%) 




52 


123 mill. 




13^ laln^ 


19 mia. 

• 


166> mln. 


(N 


7^ i 


(74. 2Z) 


; (6.7Z) 


(7,\z) 


(11. 4Z) 


(lOOZ) 




53 

• 


92 iln^. 




2 ni^n. 


52 altt. 


149 ala. 


•(N 


- 7) 


(61. 5Z) 


(2-3%) 




(35. OZ) 


(lOOZ) 



figure* B-18J tIME. SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVI 
SPLIT- FUNDED CLASS. 



tS EACH MIGRAirr AND 



E-15 





School 



Breakfast LuAch 



Snack /f'RAess .Othelf ^ Time 







71 Tftin 


34 din. 


65 aln. * 


^^6 aln. 


]r6 min«- 


113 min. 


--255 m. 






(8.3Z) 


(13»52) 


(25. 5Z) 


(2,2Z) 


(6.4Zy , 


(44. IZ) ^ 


(lOOZ 








28 oln. 


79 ain. 


8 ,mia. 


22 min.^ 
• 


78 oln. 


233 6 


(Si * 


7 > 


r7 


(12. IZ)^ 


' (33. 9Z) ^ 


(3,45:) 


(9,3Z) ' 


(33. 7Z) 


(lOOZ 


lei 




1 7 ttiin- 

X / wi ■ ■ ■ 4 




58 ain. 


2 fflJ^. 


4 min. 


79 min. 


192 a 




7) 


(3. 32) 


/IT 1 <y\ 

(17 .IZ; 








(41.1%) 


j(100Z 








32 Diln* 


72 min. 


^ min. 


22^ min.' 


87 min. 


2A3 a 


(I* " 


7) 








(2.0Z) 


(8.92) 


(35. 7Z) 


(1o6j 










79 ain. 


9 min. 


23 min. 


62 min. 






' / 




(L4.9Z) 


(33^9Z> 


(4.0Z) 


(9.72) 


(26 .7Z) 


(1003 








34 min. 


70 aiA. 


* 

6 min. 


19 min. 


83 ?iin. 


234 0 


(I* 


7^ 






• (29.9%) 


C2.7Z) 


(8.02) 


(35.4%) 


(1003 


51 




^9 tidn. 


28 alnt 


59 ciia. 


7 Clin. 


34 nin,, 


87 min. 


23-3 c 


<!l - 


7) 


C8.0Z) 


(12. OZ) 


^ (25. 3Z) 


(2.8%) 


(1^42) 


(37. 4Z) 


(1005 


52 




. 19 nin. ' 


^ 32 min. 


^3 ala< 


7*min. 


18 min. 


92 min. 


221 


(H - 


7) 


i 

{BAD 


(14. 5Z) 


(23. 9Z), 


(3.AS) 


(8.12) , 


(41^7%) 


(loo; 


S3 




19 min. 


34 tsdn. ' 


m 

67 min. 


6 min. 


14 min. 


90 mia. 


230 t 


(N - 


7) 




(15. OZ) 


(29.2%) 


(2.5%) 


<6.1Z) 


(39,2%) 


, (loo; 



Figure E-19. TIME S^NT IN VARIOUS NONINSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES IS EA9H >aGKAN' 
AHD SPLIT- FUHDED €;*ASS. 



1 



E-16 



School 


English 


Spanish 


Mixed 


Undetermined 


None 


Total 


45 


124 mlnT^ 






* 


U MA 11 . 


• 

1^7 dJlXl . 


\K% 1 } 




• 








\L\J\JA} 


46 ' 


153 mia» 


3 aln* 


<1 niin«- 


0 din* 


0 din. 






^07 QT^ 










(lOOZ) 




> * 




1 mm* 


^ u CLin. 


r\ wm.4 M 

u din. 


1^4 din. 














vJLUUa; 


48 


137 min 










t?7 m^n 














^IUUa) ' 


49, 


V 

154 -mla*. . 


0 diln. 


0 min. 


O'ntln, 


0 din. 


154 din. 




\im\j\ihX 


















lU Tain . 


J niin. 


u din. 


14/ din. 






^o .ha; 




.ha; 






_ 51 


140 aij;iv 


2 ctln. « 


13 min. 


^ 0 din* 


0 din* 


154 aln. 


> 

*(H 7) 


(90. 7Z) 


(l.OZ) 


<8*3Z) 




(OZ) 


"(1002) 


52 


143* mia.. 


2 din. 


3 Clin. 


O^min*^ 


1 dln« 

*^ 


152 aln. 


(N - 7) 


(96. 6Z) 


'(1-3Z) 


(1.7Z) ^ 


(OZ) 


(0.4Z) 


(1002) . 


5? 


138 aln. 


\ min* 


2 miA« 


4 din.. 


0 aln. 


145 aln. 


(N - 7) 

« 


(94. 9Z) 


(0.7Z) 


(1.7Z) 

• 


(2.8%) • 


(02) 


(lOOZ) 



Figure €-20. LANGUAGE SPOKEN DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIJIE (.FORMAL 
INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFORMAL - ^EARNING ACTIVITIES) IN EACH 
, MIGRANT AND SPLir-FUNDEI} CLASS. 



\ 



E-17 



80.71 • * 'I^ 

k 

t 

If 



School 


• • , 14 or 

1 , 2-4 5-7 ^ 8-10 11-13 MDre Total 


45 
(» - 7) 


>5 alxr* 33 mln* 39 mln* 1 min* 1 oin* 47 nin* 126 o4n* 
(4.2Z) (25»8Z) (30*7Z) (l.OZ) (0*9Z) (37,4Z) (lOOZ) 


HO 

"(S - 7) 


^ axil* nin» ghu* / ain» oin » i^D sun* 

< 

(5.6Z) (31. 4Z) (13. IZ) (12. 6Z) (4.$Z) (32. 8Z^ (lOOZ) 


LI 

(N -'7) 


(5.2Z) (13.8Zy (29. 6Z) (17.2Z> (1.5Z) (32. 6Z) (ifiOZ) 


(N - 7) 


(6-4Z) (42-5Z) (4.8;^ (l.frZ) (10.4Z) (34.4Z) (100^:) 


49 
(N - 7> 


15 ota* 70 niin» 1 tain* 2 ain* 45 mla* 21 oiln* 154 min. 

♦ 

(9.5Z) (45. 7Z) (0.6Z) (1.4Z) (4.2Z) (1.9Z) JlOOZj" 


SO 
(N - 7) 


9 min* 54 min. 37 mlzi. 2 mla. 12 mla. 36 sdii* 150 min. 

• 

(6.0Z) (35. 9Z) (24.4Z) (1.3Z) • (8.2Z) (24. 3Z) (lOOZj 


(N - 7) * 


8rmin. 25 min» 33 min. 2 min. 43 min. 28*"mih. . 139 min. 
(5.6Zr (18. IZ) (23. 9Z) (1.3Z) * ,(31. 3Z) (19.9Z) (lOOZ) 


J 52 
(N - 7)' 


8 min. 36 min. 31 min. SI min. 21 min. 1 min. . 149 min. 

\ 

(S.6Z) (23. 9Z) (21.0Z) C34.5Z) (14. 4Z) (0.7;j) (lOOZ) ^ 

»♦ 


53 
(N.-7 ) 


• " \ ^ ' 
18 min. 30 oin. p 44 min. 12 min. 8 min. 34 min. 145 imin. 

(12. IZ) (20. 7Z) . (30^2Z) (8.0Z) (S',6Z) (23. 5#) ,,(lOOZ) 



Figure E-21. TUIE SPENT iN GIWDPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING TOTAL IN$TRUCTIONAL 
. TIME (FORMAL INSTRUCTlOlf 1 AND INFORMAL LEARNING ACt^IVITiES) JN 
_ EACH „MI_GRANT AND, S.FLIX*-fli5a)Eli_a.ASS^ .* - 



E-ia 



80^71 







Aide / 


Student 
Helper * 


» Othet 


No One 


45 - 


55 «mln* 


22 soiil*^ 


«^2 mlzt* 


9 mln. 


31 nila . 


(H - 7) 


(42- 7Z) 


(17:02) 


(9.4Z) ' 


6'.6Z) 


(24. 2Z) 




52 mln* 


15 mln* 


7 mln. ' 


8 mln. 


67 aiin. 


<S - 7) . 


(35 -IZ) 


ao.oz) 


(4.7Z) 


(5.2Z) 

* 


(45. OZ) 


47 


67 oln* 


47 mln* 


10 mln. 


5 mln* 


45 mln. 


(N - 7) 




(24 •2Z) 


(5.3Z) 


(2.6Z) 


(23. OZ) 




52 min* 


22 mln* 


0 mln. 


15 mln. 


49 mln. 


(« - 7) 


(37-6:) 


(16.'2Z) 


(OZ) * 


(10. 6Z) 


'(35. 7Z) 


49 


73 laia* ^ ' 


3 mltL* 


0 mln. 


8 mln. 


70 mln. 


(M - 7) * 


(47.2Z)' 


(1.9i) 


(OZ) 


(5,2Z) 


(45»7Z) 


' 50 


51 min« 


18 mln* 


13 mln. 


16 mis. 


52 mln. 


- (H - 7] 


(33. 8Z) ,^ 


(12. 3Z) 


(8.5Z)- 


(10.8Z>- 


(34 .ez) 


51 ' 


64 mln. 


2^ mlQ. 


0 mln. 


<I mln. 


. 67 mln. ^ 


W - 7) 


(41. 6Z) 


(14 .9%) 


iOX) 


(0.2X). ' 


(43. 6Z) 




.52 


75 'tola. 


40 oln* 


13 mln. 


' 8 mln. 


15 mlQ.^ 


(N - 7) 


m 

(50-OZ) 


C2&.3Z) 


J8.4Z) 


(5.5%) 

1 


(9.8Z) ^ 


-53 ,* 


62 a^b* 

ft 


21 mln.^ 


■ 10 mln. ' 


11 mln. 


37 mln. 


(N - 7) 


(44.12) 


(D4-9t) 


(6.8Z5 * 


C7.7Z) 


(26. ez) 



Flaut« E-22. AaOTJUX. OF tIME VARIOOS^ INDIVIDUALS MERE PRIMARILY ^ 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTRUCTION IN "EACH MIGRANT AND 
.'t - . SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS. 

1 ^ . ' ' 

' • * 
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:47 



:9i 



:$3 



1^' 



57{ 



i9« 
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. , Attachment E-3 

- 80.71 \ ■ \ (page.l of 6) 

INSTRUaiON^ rOR USING TH^ EARLY CHILDHOOD OBSERVATION FORM 



This observation instrument was i^veloped to provide infom^twjfrfb'r 
use in comparing Title I and TitU, I Migrant early childhood program 
classes. The obser/ations in pre-jdndergarte'n classes are-^y-iong — 
obser/atlons of single pre-tt studeftts. 

" t 

Prior to the observation, tl^e obser/er selects four studentfs at ran- 
.Jm.Aw^ the class" to.be observe. The first student selected is ^ 

the student to''bi obs^efv^. The others three are oadtuo-students. — u? — 

order to keep the teacher's knowledge of which student is being ob- 
served from influencing her behavior toward that child dicing the ^ 
day, the obser/er aste the teacher to identify alt four students, me 
name of the student under observation is not reveal^^d to the teacner ■ 
'jntil the end of the day, ' / , ' 

The InfornatierTdescnbed b^^hfw^s then recorded on 4 minute-by-mnute 

basis for the School day^' /' ^ ' * . . 

- ' / ' ' ' ' 

Card Number \j 

The first column on the left Incicates the card nuinbe'" on wnich the, 
infomation on each three-line section of the observation fern ^itl 
be keypunched. The observer adds 'the necessary digits rgqu1re<i :o ^aka 
tSe nupoers consectlve from 1 tp 130 for the schoot day. 



language ' ' ' ' ' ' 

The predcrtlTiant spoken' languaoe is ceded for each minute axcaot iunng^ 
or»akfast, lunch, nap, snack and recess. -The language ceded is not l;mi:sd 
to'the language spoken by the teachern.but is ba^ad on the total sype-^^ncs ^ 
of the stuaent during the minute. It Is the language nearc by :re 
students under obsef/ation regardless of whether it Is sooken -y the 
teacher, aide, the /student under obser/ation, scinecne else, or a com- 
bination of these Wcas. The following codes are used to record 
language; ^ " ' ' 

Blank < :io Unauage use<l. SMence. 

1 * £;iglish was the predominant language. 

2 » Soanish the predominant language. 

3 • ■ An equal mixture of English and Spanish was heara, ^ 

4 . " Undetermined Cobser/er cannot hear\. 

^rouo Size ^u. 

Group size Is detamined by the number of students'- involved in an activ,i:y 
with the student under obser/ation. If no otner students are mvol/ed 
in an activity ^Ith the observed student, group^je is recorded as one 
- Therefore-the Ircup- size Is the number of students Involved In the actlv^.y. 
Including the stuaent unjdei; observation. 

Ac^vitles 

Each minute of the school 'day is"^c^d as celpngmg :_ne o"", t'^e thr?9 
following categories: 



.1 * • 

\ 




.(continuil*', pagW 2 of 6) 

a. Fomal Instnictlon ; Formal Instnictlonal activities are those 
activities in wmcn the student under observation worits direct!}- * 
with an -adult in a group or alone. The activities In which ne 
or she js engaged are planne<l and haye specific rules or ejcpei"- 
tatlons concerning pStudent behavior. Thfg^key elAnent is that 

-tftntudent's'tehayior U diredted in^soroe wa/.V *'^ adult, - • 

Fonsai Instnictionai activities a»*e coded In QiULjotL-C^o of-the 
fbllow-fng manners: V- • ^ V 

♦ 

I. — -ijs> pl a ced In the coli aa n under - fom a l , — ^ 

Instnictlon for each mlnvte the student 
under observation Is engaged In a planned , ^ 
activity occurrtng under the direction Of *■ , 
an adult. 

Formal instruction aay occur outside of the 
regular classrcon.'- For ^/ample, formal '* 
Instructional activities occurring In the 
library or In other £arly Chllohood cl 
rooms would be counted. (The ooser«r in 
this -case accompanies tne students to the -, 
area and records whatever act1vl]ty Is 
occurring in .tjje same ranner as 'inside the — 
regular classrodm** activities.) / ifie excsp- 
* ticns to this rule are described feelow. 

Z. When students go outside ^*ie classrccm to art, ' 
mjsic , and ££» the tine spent In these actTTTt;^ 
is coded with a "2" under Instruction. To record 

these activlti;^ the obser/er acconpanies the 

student to the site df the class. Once the s,uper- 
vlsion by the new teadher begins, the ooserver 
leaves. A "2" is coded until the PE, music, or -v, 
art Instrub^n'ls coa^leted. Regular fe?*Jng 
begins 4C2(ln>as the itudenSfi line up and leave 
tte ro(^tb go back to the regular classrocra. 
Ho other inforTnatijan.Js coded ''hen the students; " ^ 

^ are at artt maslc, o»»"?£. * 

b. Informal Lsarnlnc Qooortunltles : Tnere are also two classes of 
•^i Informal learning opportunities. 3otn types occur ^nen the student 

» Is engaged In an activity xhere there is only incidental adult 
super/1 sion or contact. 

A *1' is coded when the student Is '*or*:1ng cn a specific task follow- 
■* tng directions provided by the teacher. Activities coded under th^s ' 

, classification are planned and are directed taxard a specific out- . 

'coaa. For exanjl*, a student mignt be asked to create a ChHstsas 
scene using the materials provided or to build a house with blocks. 

•* . 
Activities coded with a "2" are thase whert the students are alrec-sc 
to a center to participau in 'free play" activities. In these 
activities the stude)[it is not expected to Produce a soeclfic ogtccire.' 
cxaiTplcs are' building sonething unspecified with blocks, play^j}^ 
house In "bhe- kitchen area, and reading a book. Another sort of 
activity coded wit|; ast*2'' would be spontaneous opcorwrtltfes 'sal:ed" 
by the teacKer to ^ke\a nonlnstrjctional task instrjttlonal . 

^ ' " \ - -\ 
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80.71 * ^ ■» • * ^ (continued, pa^e 5H3f,6) 

>op exWle, the teacher is passing out color^ dbjects . 
tb^students for seme rjoninstructlonal- purptfte and she quizzes - 
- '''the student* about the colars or renarks ^^bout the color each" 
._l5^«iyll^then.arr would be coded record th1|.spo.r^eous 
^ — 1nstruction&J_ev«S^ — \ ' \ - * 

^'T^'lir iiistruction: This classiftcalipn p*eta-in^ to activities 
whia! ai^.not - i nstruction?! ; %^ . washing,^ hands . st^ndf^9^ in 
Bne, dividing students into groups, etc. Inntrjctlons for 
hoiSiteePing and transition tfetween attiyftles ar^ joded as no 
instruction: ^1x nuflAersart us|<i to code different types of 
no Instruction: . - - " 



> Breakfast • 2. 

eunch • 3 ^5 
' .Map • 4 ^ ; 
'Snacks * 3 ^ 
Recess ■ 6 
Other ( « L 



If the student un^r^ooservatifln awakens before the others >.unng 
the nap tllne and begins doHng jgmetn^Tjg instructional, the proper 
insl?~uctienal category is <cded. 

— If4ie studer? ande^obser/ationV.ends,an a^embly P^l^^^^J: 
.pitS in a planned Wrd" activity (fjl«ns. pact^les, etc.). Jie 
evelit should nonnany be coded as no inftruction, 
"If the rward acllvlty becctr^s an in^struct onal activity, whe. 
*"^event should be coded as Infonnal Irtstructi'on 2. 

Adult Instructional rnvolverent 

The adults *who were "workl^wlth children^ in' an ilf^j;^?::^"*^ "-JJ^^^^^ 
Tring the .mute are^recorded^tn thU sec^ ^r^iivUies^wn'r 




Above ine aauit 5 invoiveiKc<iw uwc-« ^^w^ .^-.^ — 

Ac?lvH*v for t^e minute; i.e., even transitory involvement by an adulw 

d ^iuse the per?Sn to be Joded. Np.th.r does the invo ver^nt need to 
r:?t^t.'' rtSdentn!!d.K observation: Aduit mstructionaMnvo. var^n. . 
is IndKatM by anting a unoer th e appropriate .ead1ng(s] .^aacner. 
Ai'de, Student Helper, and Other) for the minute. 



I^roTuctJSr? -r piS^ ^ L%»prcor1a« column .n^er_ 

Adult Instructional" Involvement. 



\ 
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QQjl - »' s. , itiSchaeae E-3 

^ » , ' (conclaued, page 4 of "6) 

There times when aduU Instructlona; Involvteiwnt is left blank dunng 
formal Instruction. For ms-tancei when-cfilldren (tfie student under 
observation must be incluiled tn this group of cfiildrsn) are watching T/ 
and the teactfer -or aide does not ccnnsent on wnat is being seen, instrjc- 
tionaT Involvement Is left t^lank^nd Instructional responsibility is, 
coded as no one. ^ 

Instructional Resoonslbnity * ' 

This section of the obser/atlon form is used to record the perton primarily 
responsible for the instruction occurring eaci minute for the child under 
observation. ^ • 

Instructional' resflinsib-n ity is not- coded during no instrjction. '^hile 
the teacher U-^l'runataiy responsible 'for the educational activities 
occurring InCher classroom, she is ngt indicated 'for each minute. What 
IS of importahca-Jiera is, the person taking tne imnediate responsibility 
for'^^roviding or supefe^tiiifig the insiructTonal acti/rty. The decision * 
of whlc4 person to code'ls detrained by «no is "in charge" (.i.e., «no 
is the instructional leader) during the minute. 
« - 

An example. Tne aiae is sitting at a table *fith a group of students 
watcnlng tfym **ork on scr.e instructional activity. Occasionally she 
makes conra^s to students about pe nor^ they do. The teacher xillcs by 
the table and stops for a few minutes to comtrent on t.ne work being done by 
the students. How shouk such a situation be cooed? Unless the teacher, 
during her time at the tabl^, changes the nature of the task or in some 
other way indicates that she 1s "taking over" the lesson, the aide would 
be coded. Only one person is coded under this category. for eacn minute. 
'If the responsibility, for the instruction -is absoTutel/ squally divided 
between two persons, then the person .appearing fir^t on the for:i as you 
Qjve frm left to right is ^odfttU^In this examole, if the teacher joined 
"the group and she and the aide shared equally m the leadershL? provided 
to the students, the teacner would be codec. 

* 

The observer records Instructional responsibil-ity by placing a T jnder, 
one of tne following headings: 



0 



a. Teacher 

b. Aide 

c. Student Helper 
4- Other 
e. Ho One * 

AduU Contact 

Adult contact is recorded each minute fonnal instruct-on or fnfonital learning 
opportunity is coded. To record aduU contact, the obser/er puts a "1" unoer 
the heading for each adult having contact ''ith tne student under observarcn 
during the minute. The obser/er should record any aduit contact regardless 
of Its Instructional content or length of oosurrence. 
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80.71 ^^^^ Attt^ciment E-3 

(contiaue<r,-.Mge 5 of 6) 

For the purpose of this observatfofl fom. any '/erbal statement addressed 
•rtthfl. student under abser/ation or the group to which he belongs>)r any 
SysTca t c^SlL^nTn'-Lult and ofstudent ^.J^^Jstrtrte^'^' 

Zl IZa^a aHi.i* rnnt^rt Reconls or films do not constuute 
aSu • 3"t^- f St ieS«T«"watS?!;5 a fiVn. u.ler adult superv,s,on 
«2d Jhf aSu'does not spMk to or touch the student under obssrvation. 
fo adutt Sitaa )i"?ode5 If no adult conuct occurs dunng tne «inute. 



no adult contact jS coded. 
"•No One" is coded. 

a 

Curriculuffl Source 



^nfnrm;ition cQllected OfMrhl s part of the fom documents the anraunt 
15% S^Te t n' n ilTef^^ different sources and is not iffj^^^''^^ 
?L Ar^.Ml 'ofaser/atTon The pomt of transition into and out of eacn 
a^'c^i t't'JcJS^f'oarSnd .n?o^l should be clearVy jar.ed on :ne cc .ng 
l^L.i- \zj^ jiAAittnn notas in the notes coluol should clearly aesc.ice 
fh fo^l r f ™? At the .nd of the ^'"'^j.f f, 'f '^f 
«irh. teacher acout the'sourca of eacn forsal activity I nfomal 
rctlv?ties ar^ nft coded^so the activities can then be correctly recorded 
followirtg tne- defini tions given -baikjw'. ^, ^, ^. ^ ...... 

a. 



"BECP- a n" is placed under this heacing for eacT 
iT^ta the student spent in 3^^-"^'^^^ f.;";:;'", 
the BiTingual Early Ch>ldhood Program (SEl?) Curnc- 
jlurti Activities' from the BEC? are likely to be 
foTnk on" L Title I Migrant early childhooa classes. 

This column IS also ceded. if the teacher and students 
engage in an activity whicJ, she developed using ideas 
frcm the 3EC? curriculum. 

h Also- A "V is placed- uncer this heading for eacn 
^« the student spent in an acvvity frcm^^^^^^ 
curriculum developed for the i^t e I early ch.ld- j 
hood classes and are used m iitle i Migrant 
classes as supplementary act- v ties. 

> ' ^ 

As in -he.jiSje^of-tOdfng'SEC?. tms column is also 

— c32eB tf the teacher and stucents engage m an^ 
activity whicn was developed using ideas .or sug- 
gestions from the Title I early cnichcoc curricula^. 

r OTHER- This coViiTtn will not be used i'jnng analysis . 
^Tdita gather-d with tr.e coding she-?»iurinc tne 
1979^30 school. year. 

"there are two instances during --cr-al ^"^"'"■^Sj:;" J^'^/^^f^'^^s 
3EC? or Also curriculum sources are ceded, .hey. are as .oiicws. 

' a. the teacher developed the activ:^ ccrr.pletaiy on^.^ 
her own. 

- - 
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b. 



Attachnettt 2-3 
• " (coqclaued, p«ge 6 of 6) 
early childhood. {Title I and Migrant) classes merge 
for a joint activity. All other categories such as 
instruction. Instructional Involvement, Instruc- 
tional responsibility and adult contact are coded. 



ftotes 



■A 



The notes column on the form Is Important for recording descriptive 
inforrotton. This infbmatlon can beT useful In iixterpr^ing the.resu1ts 
with the teacher. The notes^colwpjf Is also ,1raporta«Tt \n checking the 
^form for coding errors after th^ observation has been completed. Each 
act+vlty should be briefly described In this section. 
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gg 71 Attachnent E-4 

(Page 1 of 2) 

Cotisideracloas and Seeps Taken in Decenoinlng 
Observation Days for the Pre-Kii^dergarten Observations 



Coosideretions: 

A. Tiiae frame fot the observations was December 1, 1980 through May 1^ 1981. 

B. Two observers were hired. One could only work Wednesdays and Thursdays. 
The other could work 2/3 days a week— preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday. 

C. Since *aot %X1 classes could .be ojljserved on both Monday and Friday, all 
Mondays and Fridays were eScclud^d from possible observation .^ays* 

D» All staff development days (T^miary 16 and March 20) were excluded, as 
were days before and after holidays. In the case of the Christmas holi- 
days, the last observation wa?^ scheduled for two da/a before the holidays, 

E. There were 84 full day observations to be conducted— 3 for each of |tie ? 
Title I classes an4 7 for each of the 9 Migrant classes (inclu<ilifg the 
two 50% Mlgran'c/50X title I classes). 

F. With ail- exclusions,, there were 56 pqs'sible observation days in which to 
do the 84 observations, ^e observer could do 37 observations If she 
worked every Wednesday aifd Thursday in that time frame. This left 47 
observations to be conducted by the second obsei^er on Tuesday, Wednes4ay. 
and Thursday. * ' ^ ^ 

u. The observations were broken into three relatively equivalent tiae periodi 
Interval No. of Weeks * Observations 

1> December 1,-^ January 30 7 weeks • i^Z^^ 

2) February 1 March 13 6 weeks ' n9-57 '1 ^ 

3) March 16 -^^y 1^ ' • 6 Veeks #58-84 ' 

H. Each observer should observe each Title T class once and each Migrant 
clasa 3 to 4" times. ^ 

I. ^During each of tlie three time intervals^ each Title I class should be 

observed once and'-pach Migrant class at least twice. 

J. A3 much as possible a^l of teacher X's observations should not always be 
oA. Tuesdays, etc. 

Steps 2 ^ V • * 

1» A list was numbered from one \o 84, 

2. Each Title I class was randomly ^slgnjd ^hree times to different numbers 
, on tte list, one school name per ^yaber; 
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Atta,chmeQt E-4 
(coQtlQuedt page 2 of 2} 



3. Each Migrant diss (and the 2 split-funded classes J* were randomly assigned 
seven timesyto different numbers on the list, gne school name per nuiaber. 

4» The observations were then randomly reassigned to be sure Considerations 
It and J were oet. * 

iteCc. Observations were conducted even If a substitute was present • Due to 
observer sickness* observer car trouble, and a classroom beiag painted* some 
observations were reshuffled. Considerations H* Ij and J were met* 
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ACCachme&t 



AOSXm UTOEPESDEirr SCHOOL DISTSICT 
Offic^ of aasearch and Evaiw»t±on 

Novtabtr 18, 1980 



^_-<m. "title I and tltl« I Hianant Pre-K Taachera * j 

' "SS^P.^ ^^tTntlv^i^i^J^tleJ^ Pre-K Teachers 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: Pte-JC Observattions 



/ 



iNftUM i^6^ T-tfcift T claa«ro6m will be observed ^nrte ca^a. iue 

JIIL:?^ .rfbtLs :b«r«d « . ^=ol/=«P.n3™ sroup for ch, ■ 
Xitle I Migraat claaerooms. \ . • ^ ^ ^ ^ 

.The observers will be using the s«e obi.rvatioa forn u*ed las't year. The , 
■things to be observed *x% described on the attached pag^s. % - • 

^ obsenraeions will begin In the first weeltf^of December. The principal ^d ^ 
2t tS^ ^tiSd .the week that' observations are to occur, but not 
the exact day. ^ 

Past experience has shown that cl.assroom obsefv&tions dtf.not upset th. jgaal 
SlSs^Sm aftivities. The- obser^ats !«ve 1.een «f-f ^"^^^^ 
^^ain. true. If you have any questions, please feel free to caU « « 
.458-1227. 



jtsearch 



Approved t 



Acting Dlractor, Bltaientar/ , Educat^ 




CCSrrf, . 
Attachaant_ 

cc: David Doss 
Lee Law^ ^ 
• Oicar Cantu- 
Jose Mata 

. Hiay Baranoff 
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* OA 71 " Attachment E -6 

^"•'^ • . ' ' (Page 1 of 2). 

y^y^T GHUJJHOOD OBSSZVAXIOH ;OFH: DESCSIPTIOM OF THS CAlSGOaiSS 

zhm sotaCA (studtac^ UAChwr, cccO ^cacUd for each aisuca excapc * 

* Gritrp is d^Mxaiatd by ciU tttisber ox ^rsdaaca isToi^cd la aix ^ 
acCLTlC7- alcii cii* sruxUar ondtr oba^rratiott* If oo oztmc 3tudaac3 
IsTolvtd ?itsii cii* obatrrtd studtnCt grc^m 5±i« l3 recoratd m sua* 



'Sadx aiauca of ihM scbcol ixr , Is caded bcLoG^isg co one 3X ihe :irree 

4* No iMtTTictloq : Thijs -ciaaslf Icadon p/artaira C3 

nKuhln^/oandj, scasding tz Uha^ dl^vldlag scidanu 
^ lato groups, tea* . ^ 

b* Forsal laacracrlca ; Thosa actirlrlas O^^iallj ^ar 

aduir dlracrLoa and suparrisicn) which cftva baaa % 
plasaad ara cpdad as foraal ia^cracrloa« 




lafortAl t'aaralag QreorgialciM ; laioraal Laar^ia? 
^ . act±TlC7 such as buildiag vith blocks or loqkias ac 
' a bcolu This cacagory aixo iaciudas activlciss 
which wotiid* tjdisally ba cqdad as ":fa'la3cractiba:^* ii 
chara is a iLaar aeracrpc by vi acUUb co aaka cha . 
acc4*TiC7 .iastrac^icnai. Tor ^Jcaaipla^ 1 T'n^. ng «o 

to>lunch vQuld ba consi4ar6i an iaioraal ' ^ • , 

lag If cha taachar'askJiil 'cha scudettC^^Wou? [ 

'chiS»ai7as''ia '-^-^^z ^ ^ color of chair .clochiag. ' 

Arfii] g/zastrac^iogaLl lavol^g^anr " 

Iha adttlcs alio, ara ^^woriciagrwish ch^dyia'* ia aa iastrucziocal tapaciry 
aujTrtiara ia' cha cLaaarcca dri-^ ng rha aiaoc^ara cacordad U :±is 3ac:iaa-' 

la sgrucr*ons1. ^aspcnsibilirr ^ - ' - 

7 r~ . \- 

/Thl* s«<ft4<m ts <uttd rtcjbrd eh* pccsou ?r±3arll7 r^otaibla far 
iajcnctloa occarrla^ «Acii.±Lfflit« for ens call^ jasdM obaarradca- 



Adole Contae.g 



Adult coacaicvl^ ccdad co aftpw which adulcs hava zohcac^^lch :ha sr^x^cf 
oadar obsarwioa during aach aiaaca o'f f omaiy^ast=r-icc£3a, iaiaraal 
laaralag cpportuaicy. ^ • . 

— ■■ -. — — r~.--.^i^rr ^ 



^ .n- BEST COPY fiVAMBlE 



•Attachment E-6 
(continued, page 2 

Each aiaute of £or=al laatrucdon is attributed to one oi. three curriculun 
soxircea: ' « . ^ • 



80.71 
'Curricttiun Source 



a. 3ECP ; An accivicj* talcKi from the Bilingual Early 
Childhood Prograa (3ECP) curriculun. ^ 

b. A2SD: An accivlcj fron AISD Early Childhood curriculum. 

. c. Other ; 'An activity developed bjr the teacher or 
takS from a source other than the ones listed 
above. Adaptations of the AISD or BECP- curri- 
cula are coded under those headings. . • ^ 
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AUSHH INDEPENDEirr SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Raseatcb and Evaluation 



TO: Titlj^ I and Title I Migr^t Pre-K Teachers 



FBDM: Cat 
SOBJECT; Pre-K Observatioiis 



I 



Cynthia Agnell and Jane Made wiU be conducting the P"-*^'^"^*'"^"^^^" 
Swlhlf year. Mrs. A^xell or Mr3. Mack vUl be visiting your classroom*, 
somfttloe during the week of: 



to bbsarve^ classroom activities. Folloving each observation, the observer 
Sn sSS>6«r notes .with ytfu, and vithin the foUoving week, you will get a 
copy of her tiot^s; * / ■ ^ ^ 

If y<m have any 5uestions or concern^ about the observations, please feel free 
to call ma at 45'8-l227. * < ^ ^ 

" ' ! 

Approved ^^^f}//^ y?y X4-€Cry; _ 

Dirac tor. Office of Rasearc«« and^^valuatipn 

/ - • - ^ ^ 

n Approved^ ySULf 0^ll.<^.^ Ct^ • 

Acting, Director, Elementary EducacLon ^ 

CC:rrf ^ ' 
cc; Joaa Mata 

SlJa^dr- • " ' *^ 

* pSIipairof Tittle,! Slgrant and Title I Pr^K Teachfers 



..A 
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^ ^ Accachmant &-8 

80,71 

\ 

Qassrooa Observacion Ruction 7ovm 

x** . Auacia ladtpcndenc School District , 

If you wish Co cotnmtnt on today's obacrTation of your classroom* 
pleasa respond Co Cbt$t iteas and/or wrLzt any ^ditiotial comeats 
wliicfci would btlp iiaprovt th« observation process. 

Circle il^e^post appropriate choice, . ^ 

A« Tha' observation vas conducted at a convenient tine, 

Completely Mostly Partly False " Itostly Completely 

^ False False Partly True True * True 

'1 ^2 3 • 4 5 

CoTOTsnxs * • 



3, The classroom sitoacions observed were rppreseatatlve of tr.e normal activi- 
ties of ^my class, 

Complecely * • Mostly ^' Partly F^lse Mostly Cozaxpletely 

False False Partly True Tru« True - * 

Comments: * . 



C, The ciassroofei obse^er did not decracc from Che classroom activities jior che 
effectiveness of instructlonai activities. 

Comptecely Jtostly Partly False * Mostly • Ccnpleteljr 

False , ' False Partly True ; True True ^ ' 

JL 2 . ' • 3 . ' ^ 5 

• * 

Cotacaeats: " , - • , ' ^ 

0ti|i4t comments concerrfng the observation: 



ObservatioTi I, p.. 



Ple^ise foldL staple, and^drop into the district niail. Thanks. 
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FILB ID A / P / Q 

^RCiciiAM! Tltte I HlRtant 

year: 1980-81 



CARD FILE lAYOirr 



lX)CATlori: 
AISD 



00 

o 



UT PF 



* y ' I 

*^flcct^ paes. file name 



COH rEirrS : *Pre-Klncierf^iirten Obser vatio ns - j UgrOMt^ ^ Tl L U J "\ - ^ ^ 



I 



Field 



A • 



C 

n 



N 



CollllU)8 



I - 3 



4^ 



6 - 6hJ, 



7 - 8 



9-11 



12 - 12 



13 - 14 



15 - 15 



16" U 



17>- 17 



^18 - 18 



19 - 19 



20 - 20 



Class? As8jgh^cn([sJ^^^ 



Observer Number 6 ° Jane Hack 7 f Cynthia Agnell 



Observation Number 



Card Number ( Note - there jre 130 curds per oBservatl(^) 

— — " ~ 



honguiige 0 = No U-^nguage^ ° ; Spani sh 

r^Tngllsli - 3 =^ English & Spanish ^ 



A " Undetermined 



Croup Size (Number Listed) 



No Instruction 



1 Other 



2 » p reaV fast_> 



3 ^ Unch 5 - ^^n^ck- 



Fotmaf Instruction ( L:&I_11 



r 

Infornml Uari>lng Oppor tunities (1-K>r 2)^ 



Teacher (1) 



Aide ' (1) 



Student Helper (1) 



. Instructional Involvement 



ft 

o p 
ttift 



21-21 Other (1> 



I 



lERlC, 



?LhE ID A / P/ Q 
rRQCRAH; " Title 1 Migrant 
YBAk: 1979-60 



CARD PILE |j\Y()Uf 



LOCATION: 
AISD 



Pago 2 o f 2 



CoJrEHTS: 



UT P? 



« u 

p 

41 

CO 

o 

o 

(0 

o 

ii 



p 
o 
u 

•d 

ij 

u 

s 

I 

41 
ii 

o 



Pre-KinderRarten Observat lons-^^HlRrant &'lltle 1 



4€6 



Kdpeat pacterji of f Jelds F AA for the next minute of observation . 



CO 

o 



acct. pass, file nacne ^ 



Field 


Columns 


( 

Ucscriptlaii 


0 


22 - 22 


Teachei; (1) 


— ^ ^ 


P 


23-23 


Aide (1) / 




Q 


24 - 24 


Student Helper (1) \ 


instructional Responsibility 




' 25 - 25 


Other (1) ^ 




s 


2^6-*'-t6 


Ho One (1) y 


^ — 


. 

T / 

^s.-^ 


« 

27 - 27 


Teacher (1) j 


.1 

u 


28 - 28* 


iMde a) 1 


■ 


- V 


29 - 29 


Student Helper (1) 


y Adult Contact 

f ^ — 


u 


30 - 30 
* 


Other (1) > ' 




X 


31 - 31 

r 


Ho One '(1) ^ > 




Y 


32 - 32 


BBCP (1> \ 


Curriculum Used 


' Z . 


33 - 33 

• 


AISD (1) • (, 


AA 


34 - 34 


Other* (A ^ y 






35 - 57 

/ 


Repeat pattern of fields F — >>' AA for tlie next nlnute of observation . 

— . , ^ = , ! 



^ > 

O Tt 

'§ S 

n o 

a n 

OQ 

o 
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ACCachnenc E-10 



PHB-iC SCHOOL LIST - OBSSaVATICNS 



01 p Brovu 1 

i 

02 i".3rpwn 2 

1 

03 !■ ^Icwood 

I 

I" Herman 

05 » Ortega 

06 ^ Sosevood 
0\m Sias 



TITLE I 



08^ » Sldgecop 
_ 09 - Ho^e5«iQsi__ 



50% TITLE I/50J >flGRA^T 



10 «• A11150U ' 

U ^ Brooka 

' 12 «4 Dasrson 

13 - Mat;x ^ 
14 * Ortaga. 

15 - St* Elflo 

16 • S«nch«z 
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